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A_'PENDZX A:

_EIGHTZNG OF SURVEY DATA

The sample aeLecttep procedures (see description tn Chapter V:] used for the

eLigibiLity/partfcipation survey resulted in eLderLy households having different
probabilities of selection tnto the sample, depending on a number of factors.

This appendix outlines the algorithm used in computing weights to correct for

thts tn the analysts tabulations.

The foLLowing factors effected selection probabilities:

HousehOLd size. The Heater Beneficiary Record [MBR] sample frame included

essentiaLLy aLL persona 85 years old and older tn the study erase. Aa a result,

households wtth more than one member had s greater probability of selection than
did one-member households.

SampLe fremq. HousehoLds from the SuppLementaL Sucurtty Record (SSR] sample

frame were ovsrsampLed tn order to increase the efficiency wtth whtch the survey

could be targeted on progrom-eLtgJbLa persona.

HatL nonrespondere, For the _llme efficiency reason, HeR sample members who

responded to the mail survey were oversampLed, as compared with nonrsspondere.

Phone/fieLd. HouashoLchi with LocstebLs phone numbers mere ovaremapLed es

compared wtth households without LocatabLs phone numbers.

Zn order to account fn the analysis tabulations for the unequal selection

probabilities resulting from thus factors, weighted tabulations were performed

on tho dote, wtth greater utghte being given to houlehoLds wtth Lower selection

probabilities. Zn particular, each household was assigned a weight using the
faLLowing aLgort the:

W · WSZZEX WFR)JdEX M4AZL X N!_ONE,

where the rectors on the right hand olde of the equattonl are based on selection

probabilities wtth regard co each of the sampling factors ListL_d above.

The foLLowing sections deecrtbe hoe each of these factors ese caLcuLated.

WSZZE In genereL_ each household appeared only once on the g-eR rrm and theesfore

WSZZE= 1 for aLL 68R calma. For the 149R, each member of muLttpereon households

wee Listed tn the sample frame. Thus, ir no attempt had been made to eliminate

duplicate muLtipLe members, the probabi Ltty of selection for · tee-person

household would have been twice that for s one-person household, end simiLarLy

for Larger itisd households.

HOWIVIP, attempts were made to eliminate duplicates from the FlOR frame, thus

mitigating this effs_ somewhat. Zn particular, for sash site, 8,000 persons
were randomly ohomen_ from the fr_e, and muLtipLe household members were then

1_/ Except for the South CaroLine comparison atte, where rawer than 6,000 ample

points were avaiLabLe.



ramovad from Chi. List of 8,000 names. Thus, for any stte tn whtoh the entire

frame consisted of more then 6,000 names, the probability of selection for a two-

parson household was stt LL greater than that for 'e one-person hou.ahoLd but wee

Lea. than twtca that of · one-parson household. Thte wee taken into account tn

computing WSZZE tn tho foLLowing way:

Because moat eLderLy person8 Ltve Jn atther one-person or two-

parson households, tt was soused aa an approxlmtton that aLL

moLtt-person houenhoLda contatmed twa persona, Conotdera two-

parson household, wtth members A amd O. Wtthout iaaa of

generality, tt can ba assumed that A had the Lower random number

tn the .mapLe nuLmotton algorithm end wes the member to be kept

tn the sorvey tt' tt happened that both A and B were drawn 1nra
tho 6,000 persona on the LJat from which duplicates had been

eliminated. Then the probability of A being selected In the
survey las

P, 00o
P

where P t8 the total number of sample frame persona for the lite

where A end B Lfve. The probability of' B being aeLeoCad was the

probability that B would be on the Ltst of 6,000 nMnea ttmea the
probability that A wee not on thts Ltat. [Zf both were on the,

List, B wee deLeted.] Thts probability ti gtven eat

.,OOO (1- 6,o,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,_;)P

Thus, the combined probability that one member of the household,
t.e., either A or B, warn tn the sample weal

e,POq _ 6_o_o16.0_ + p [1

For a one-person household., the probability of .eLmotton was

iuat=

6.000
P

Thus, the recto o'f the probabtLtttam wee:

P

Therefore, WETZEwas &et equal to I for a one-person household !
and sic equal rd=. ':i

1

6, QQO
2-

P

for moLtt-person households.



The numbers of persons in the sample frame for each alta ware as foLLows:

P WSZZE

1. Monroe County, NY 75,717 0.5?.06

2. ALbany Countyt NY 35,380 0.54e3
3. OarLJngton and DtLLon Counties, SC 8,600 0.7679

4. Lee end HerLbara Counties, SC 4.833 1.maas

5. HuLtnoaah County, OR 88,298 0.5180

6. Lane County, OR 25,013 0.5681

WFRAHE Across eLL stta8, the total stze of the 88R sample frame warn g,856 parsons wtth

positive SSZ payments. The total number of SSR canam reLussed 1nCo the

phone/fieLd survey work wee 5,808. Thus, the probability of uLeotten 1nCo the

SSR sample wes .58. The total size of the HeR frame was 235_839 persons, and

the total number of persons drawn tats the Lists was 33,180. Thersforst the

probability of eeLecttan for 148Rsample members can be approxtmetad ss .14.

Thus, the probability of 8eLection far SSR cases wes eppraxtmataLy 4.1 times
that of HeR case s . To correct for this, WFRAAE was eec equal to I for SSR cease

end equal to 4.1 for H8R cases.

WHATL There wes no mai L preeoreenJng for the SSR sample frame, and therefore IIWIAZLwes

sst et I for SSR sample frame members. For 149Rsample membersF aLL cases that

returned the matt survey wmrs tracked 1nCo the phone/fieLd survey, tf thetr nail

survey response e Indicated they were eLigibLe. OnLy 6,192 eat L survey

nonresponderst out of · total of 12f740t were tracked Into the phone/fieLd

survey. Thus, compared with respandere, nonresponders had s selection

probability only 8,192/12,740 as Large, and M4AZL wee amc at 12,740/8,192 or 2.1

for met L nonreep°nder,.

t/PHONE Znthe IntttaL sample fr_es, approximately 70 percent of households had
LocatabLe phone numbers.-- Within the samples actuaLLy released tnto the phone

end fteLd surveys, approximately 84 percent hsd phone numbers. Therefore, the

probability of selection for households with LocatabLe phone numbers was=

1-/The HeR sample frau consisted of 235,838 persons. Auumtng as an

approximation an average of 1,46 pers_ per household [baaed an preliminary

tabulations of the survey data], there were in osttmatad 181,534 houmehoLde.
The response rata to the utL survey was .48 end the rets st whtch rampondere

had Locate#La phone numbers eom tpproxtme_sLy .75. Thus 181,534 ttmes .48 ttmee
· 75w or 58_1_ househoLdl were potential mat L rampondere end hsd phone numbers.

61mt LerLy,!the rate of nonrelpoose wae ,_g and the rate of LooetabLe phone

numbers for! this nonreiponder gr_ lei .82t so that the total numberof

households !_rom tht8 group wtth LocatsbLe phone numbers warn 92_079. OveraLL,

therefore, :_he !dar untveree IncLuded approxtletaLy 110t_ households wtth
tocatabLe phones. Among the 1E,194-househoLd SSR universe, approximately .88

hsd LocatabLe phone numbers. Thus, there were epproxtm_Ly 10,730 _R

households with phone numbers. OveraLL, across both sample frames, therefore,
approximately t20,960 of 173,723 households had phone numbers, or about 70
percent.



.7°

where U ts the total untverse of households and S is the total sample stze for

the phone/fieLd survey. SimiLarLy, the probability of selection for households

without Lace,abLe phone numbers was:

,30

Therefore, the probability of batng selected mu 2.3 times ss great for

houeahoLdi with Lacs,abLe phone numbers thin for thole It,haut. To correct for

thts, tiPHONEwes set at I for households in the phone sample and st 2.3 for

households tn tho ftoLd sample.

Aggregation Parts of the on, Lye1. 1,vaLve CsbuLatlont aggregated .area et,as. No

Across St,as differential wetghts by stta were used for thta work beclUit the number of et,ss

st which tt mas faostbL, to conduct the survey mam too smeLL to permit'

statisticaLLy rtgoroue generalization to a ne,tonaL universe. Zn selecting the

sites, an effort was made to choose those representative of the country et

Large, and tt ts reasonable to hope that the dltl obtained reflect nsttoneL

oasdi,tons. From a rfgoroua st, tis,tolL point of vt.mw however, reLtabLa

ne,tonaL generaLize,tons cannot be made. Therefore, there wes no beeJe for

developing wetghts to produce such generalizations.

4



APPENDIX B:

SURYEY NONRF_PONSE

ANALYSIS

A8 dtscusoed tn mare detetL tn VoLume ZZZ of the report, whtch damartbe8 the
data coLLection for the project, the survey work met wtth considerable
nonrHpon R. The estimated ruponae rate tn the combtned phone/fieLd
Interviewing far the eLigibiLity/participation survey was approximately 65
percent. TabLe B.I, whtch t8 discussed more fuLLy tn VoLumeZZZt summarizes
reasons for nonrsapons..

gtvam the Level of nanreeponse, It ts ar tn,sram, to sxamtne evtdamoe concerning
whether the rupondamt8 to the survey were almtLar to the sample members who dtd
not complete the tntmrvtam. The sample frames from whtch the .-.,pLea mere drawn
include date that cam bmulad for this purpau. Bath the Hutmr Beneficiary
Record [Hgfi] .ampLe frame and the SuppLementaL Security Record (SAR) frame
tncLude the dates of btrth of the sample members. Zn addition, the HBFIframe
tnoLudea BonthLy Social Security payment data, while the _ frame has
comparable tnforamttcn regarding SSZ payuent8.

TabLe B.2 presents these date for respondents and nonreependenta ta the
eLigibiLity/participation survey. MaRsample rampondentiumre, on average,
about half s ye,ur younger than nonreopondamta amd their 8o0t8L Securtty payuent8
were 019 Loamr.' boeuee cf the very Large sample 81zea avaILabLe For tht s works
thmee differences are statisticaLLy atgntftcamt.

· SaR ample reipondamt8 were a year younger and thetr 68! payments were 12 Leos.
The difference _n age _s s_attsttcaLLy etgn_f_camt but the d_ffarencea _n SSZ
reoetp_s to no_.

Thooa remuLto shaw Chat there do appear to bo some systematic.differences
be,mean respondents end nonreapondente. Tho ImpLies,tons these differences have
for the analysts are discussed tn Chapter VZ of tho report.



TABLE 6.1

INTERVIEW STATUS BY INTERVZEW METHOD

Phone FI · Ld Tot a'_

a. CompLeted [nCerview 4162 726 4610

b. HousehoLd Found to ZncLude

)Cambers Under 65 2578 552 3130

c. [nstt tutt oneLtzed 328 232 560

d. #Dyed Out of Area 34 45 79

e. Deceased 256 104 360

f, Not Located 1197 258 1455

g· Refused 3877 348 3626

h, Non-EngLish Speaking 193 21 214

t. PhystctsLLy Zmpatred 359 41 400

j. UnabLe to Contact 298 79 376

TOTAL SAHPLE 12 w703 2,489 15,112

ELigibLe f'or Zntervtewtng -_/ 11,216 2,002 13,218

RESPONSERATE b_/ 63.2 75.5 65,1

_/CaLcuLetodby deducting sample members who were daceaeedt not

Located, or moved out of the area from the total sample,

b-/Fluponu rote 10 deftned u the percentage of the sample members

eLigibLe for Interviewing for whom oeehouc demonstration eLigibiLity wu
determined [et bt end c above].

6



TABLE B.2

COHPAR'rSONOF RESPONDENTSAND NONRESPONDENI'"G'TN

EL.ZG]:BTL]:TY/PART3:CIPAT'i ON SURVEY

-_./
Fleepondents Nonreepondent8 Difference

HBR SampLe

Age [years] 75.12 _/ 78.88 -,54
C.o;]= (.18) (.18]

MonthLy 8octaL 1325 $344 -t19

8eourtty Payment (2] (2] [3]

$GR 8ampLe

Ago [yearm] 75.00 77.00 -1.00
(,13] (.28] (.3;)

MonthLy SSZ payment $111 8113 -12
(8) (3) (4]

A/Respondents and nonrespondent8 are doftned tn footnote to TabLe 8.1.

b--/Standard error8 of estimates appear tn parentheses under table entrtea.



APPENDIX C:

SAMPLING ERROR IN

TABULAR ESTIMATES

The sample stratification described tn Appendix A tnoransua the sampLtng errors
o1' sortaBLes based on survey data tabulations beyond what they would be tfa
slnpLe random saapLe or *,ha sane size had been used. OveraLL eampLtng errors
for proportions estimated tn Chapter VZ:Zcan be estimated as

Standard Deviation = %] (d.s.) x ID]Il-mi
n

where d.a. ts the design effect resulting from the stre%tfloatton, and the
remainder of the equatton ts baaed on the standard estimator for the vartanoe of
the aettamted Bean of a btno"taL distribution.

TabLeo C.1 and C.2 present approximate atsnderd erroro for vartsua proportion
ssttBatse end sample Btzes, baaed on the above equation. Omatgn errants have
been estimated using the foLLowing equation=

d.a. = [ W2] [sampLe size]

(w) n

where the W'a ere the weights described tn Appendix A. [The formula t. derived
from Coohran (1977], p. 92, taktng 1nra account that the weights tn the current
survey have not been normalized to add to the smapte atze.]

The estimated dsnlgn effects are 2.77 for the parttotpent sample end 1.85 for
the nonparticipant sample.



TABLE C.I

APPRQXIHATESTANDARDERRORSFOR PROPORTION

ESTIMATES BASED ON TABULATIONS

OF PARTICIPANT SURVEYDATA

Saap te Stze

Proportion
Esttmate 50 200 800

.1 ,07 ,04 .D2

.3 ,11 .06 ,03

.5 .1a .se .08

,7 .11 .05 .03

.g .D7 ,04 ,02

9



TABLE C.2

APPROXIMATESTANDARDERRORSFOR

PROPORTIONESTIMATES BASED ON TABULATIONS
OF NONPARTICZPANTSURVEYDATA

, SampLe Stze ...

Proportion
Esttmat8 50 200 800

.1 .06 ,03 .0'1

.3 .09 .04 .OE

.5 .10 .05 .02

.7 .09 ,04 .02

.9 .06 .03 .01

lO
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APPENDIX D:

SA_IPLES FOR ANALYSVS

OF RANDOM CASE RECORDS

Thts mppandlx describes the sampLgeused for the deecrtpttve eGaLyste of cato
recorde date presented tn Chapter pi. For the three sttge et whtch survey
operations were conducted, HewYork, Oregon, end South CaroLine, machine-
readable case records data were avaiLabLe on eLL program participants.
Therefore, the sample ueod tn the descriptive case records analyst, for those
ittge consisted of aLL participant houeehoLds. The gempLe used for the Vtrgtnle
sttl, whtch hsd tho Least number ot' participants, elan consisted of aLL the
parttotpont'househeLds. For tho rematntng four sttge, random maples et
approximately 500 to 800 households were drawn, end koy Gau reoorcla vortebLoo
were manuaLLy coded from case records data euppLted by the cttaa. TabLe O.1
shown the 8,--pLe stzge for each stsc. ALL of' the sampLeewere drown during the
eecond half of the planned one-year demonstration evaluation ported.

BeGause the cabuLattoGa for the throe survey elias end for Vtrglnte ere based on
eLL Gases, these data 1evoLve no sampLtng error. For the other four Ittes, tho
outJmatoe presented in the caxt of Chapter Pi ere 8ubjeot to some degree of
8ampLtng error. The approximate stzee of 8uch errorl Ire given tn TabLe D.2,
whtah whows the wtdth of 95 percent confidence tnterYeLa omaootacad ,1th
percentage estimates based on · sample of 500 Games. Xt should be noted that

thte CabLe provJdse an upper bound of eampLtng error, particuLarLy for the
smaLLer stool, because for simplicity tt 1snores reductton8 tn variance
· sCtamCeodue to ftntca sample size corrections.

Tn perfomtng the data tabulations, cosec with mtsstng data were omtttod. For
moat data 1tame, oases wtth mte,tng dace accounted for femar than 10 percent ot'
eLL cages. The only significant excapcton, ae tndtoscad tn TabLe 1_/.2 tn the
text of the report, ts Chat certain dsCa trams---lost frequently gross income--
were enCtreLy unavaiLabLe in certain etcae.

ALL CabuLattone were weighted, wtth each observation havtng a weight equal Co
the inverse of 1ca probability of eeLectton. The wotghl_s were based on the
oulbors of participating houeshoLde shown tn TabLe XTX.2 of VoLume! of the
report end the mpLs stzma, tn TabLe 0.1.

11



TABLE D.1

CASE RECORDSSAKPLES

Stta # Cases tn SampLe Date of SampLe

Utah 580 01/06/81

South Cars Lt nB 3,859 02/22/81

0 regon 5,828 04/27/81

Henneptn County, HN 567 03/27/81

ltonroa County, NY 4,128 03/04/81

Vermont 549 03/23/91

Cuyahoge County, OH 500 03/13/81

Vt rgt nta 477 01/31/81



TABLE D.E

SAI_LING ERRORTN ESTIMATING PERCENTAGES

USING 500 OBSERVATIONS

True Perceptage Width of 65 Percent Confidence Interval

10 + .026

30 + .040

+ .044

70 + .040

+ .026

I3



APPENDZX E:
SURVEY DATA BY $ZTE

Thte appendix presents survey data tabulated by site. ALL tabulations are

wetghted se described tn Appendtx A. Numbering of tables corresponds to table
numbers tn the text of the report. For tnstenca_ TabLe E.VZZ.i presents site-by-
site data for the variables included tn TabLe VIZ.1 of the report.

14



TABLE E.VZ.1

CHARACTERTSTZCSOF SANPLE

Part,1 cl pants NonPerl_ ! c!pen ts
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp Dam ,Comp Dsm Comp Dam Comp

Househo Ld 8t ze

I 96 91 69 72 93 95 86 88 71 71 69 84

2 2 4 9 31 26 7 5 14 12 29 29 11 16

Sex of Head

HaLo 30 26 30 44) 26 17 23 34 4,4 39 29 26

FemaLe 70 74 70 60 74 93 77 86 56 82 71. 72

ARe of Head
65- 69 34 29 31 29 34 31 20 t9 29 33 19 18

70- 74 29 38 34 31 30 24 23 39 31 31 30 31

75 - 79 20 16 21 20 16 21 25 16 31 14 28 25

80 17 17 14 19 20 24 30 25 10 22 23 26

Race of Head

BLack 22 23 57 65 10 0 7 10 45 49 9 0

Whtte 78 76 43 35 89 99 93 89 55 51 90 100

Other 0 1 0 0 I 1 0 I 0 0 I 0

Education Of Head

0 - 6 years 72 68 81 90 46 39 56 54 69 79 48 50

9 - 11 years 18 21 15 6 23 27 16 25 18 9 13 20

__12 years 10 11 4 4 31 34 26 21 13 12 39 30

Hgnth_y Income
$0 - 100. 0 0 3 I 0 I 0 0 0 3 0 0

101 - 200 1 1 4 9 6 2 0 2 15 15 3 1

201- 300 8 15 44 47 54 53 7 9 31 17 33 27

301 - 400 64 70 32 16 27 29 49 54 26 29 41 49

401- 500 4 5 12 19 12 13 35 18 12 26 11 10

501- 600 I 6 2 6 1 2 9 16 10 7 7 g

601- 700 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 ¶ 5 3 5 6

701 - 930 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 3 I 0 0 1

) 500 _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

Sourcee, ,,,pr Incowe i
Sac1sL Securt ty 85 90 90 90 92 92 97 96 98 97 93 98
SSI '_ 64 71 40 61 53 52 17 26 12 14 lB 14

Earntnge ,_ 0 1 2 3 2 1 0 4 11 1'1 2 2
Pens1 eno _i' 15 6 9 5 10 1t 13 10 14 23 21 26
Other ! 7 7 5 3 21 13 13 18 11 12 5 15

SampLe.Stze."e/' 194 181 326 328 234 232 72 143 194 145 103 141

aJ
--Individual tS em tabulations may be baaed on smaLLer sample etzsm because camel wtth

mtsmtng data wore excluded.

NB; Numbers ere percentages [except sample etzes].



TABLE E.V[.4

RESPONSESTO QUESTIONSRELATING TO ST[GNA

Percentage

Per=t ct pants NcnPer ttc 1,pants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp Dam Comp Dcm CO""rn Demi Comp Dam Cnm_? Dem Comp

1. "Bothered" by recetvtncl

f:.ood at--Pa

Yea 24 18 17 19 25 30 38 32 1E 23 48 48
No 76 84 83 81 75 70 62 88 85 77 52 54

2. De;rea of aberreq.a._nt at

taLl. ina frtende they receive
food atemoe

"very ember rsued" 9 6 I 3 12 13 19 22 3 15 20 25
"8oawmhet ember reamed" qg 12 4 18 14 16 19 21 7 17 23 E4

"not emerre_ed et eLL" 72 82 95 79 74 71 62 57 90 68 57 51

3. Percetve people tn community
· ,. I_vtna Lees respect for

rood stamp recipients

Yes 17 7 15 24 22 17 43 t7 18 31 16 15

No 59 81 85 68 54 63 41 48 80 48 53 54
Don't know 24 32 21] 8 24 20 18 35 22 21 31 31



TABLE E.VI.5

RESPONSESTO QUESTIONSRELATING TO

FOODSTAMP OFFICE ACCESS

Percentaq8

Parot ct pants NonPartt ct p.ntB
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR .

Dee Comp Dam Comp Dee Comp Dom Camp Dee Comp Dee Comp

Perceive oectino Co pro,tree

office aa a orob_en

"big problem" 33 25 26 38 25 19 52 29 20 34 29 32

"ltttle problem" 14 23 31 38 21 25 8 27 26 31 24 2B
"no problem" 53 52 43 26 54 56 40 44 54 35 47 40

Dtstance to FS office

< I mi 13 46 18 4 18 20 11 20 11 2 10 8

1-2 mi 28 32 37 23 42 28 17 40 40 33 45 29

2-4 mi 14 8 11 19 20 16 7 16 10 10 13 13

4-9 mi 18 8 22 12 16 19 48 12 16 19 21 9

> 9 mi 29 8 12 44 4 17 16 12 23 36 11 40

Own car 12 7 29 24 12 35 24 14 48 41 26 43

Own or have access to car 62 51 75 71 59 76 70 65 88 91 73 82

i?



TABLE E.VZ.8

HONTHLYFOODSTAHP ENTZTLEHENTS

Percentage

Participants NonPerttclpante
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Oem Comp De. Comp D!_m Comp , Dem Comp Dem Comp Oem COmp

$10 - 15 63 38 14 19 30 21 55 48 29 38 40 47

16 - 3Q 9 12 22 34 28 23 11 18 21 14 19 16

31 - 45 7 22 24 18 17 29 14 13 11 17 17 -16

45 - 60 8 13 17 13 13 10 2 7 12 7 5 4

61 - 75 12 17 19 13 14 13 16 12 24 26 19 18

76 - go O 0 2 I 0 2 0 I 3 0 0 1

Hors than 90 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

18



TABLE E.VIII.1

TABULATION OF AWARENESSOF AND A'n'ITUDES TOWARDSCAS_-IOUT

' , percancaae

Participants NonParticipants
NY NY SC SC I_ aR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Den Como Oem Comp Dam Comp Doe Como Dee Comp Dam Comp

1, Had heard of caahout

program NA NA NA NA ICA ICA 48 8 61 18 39 18

2. Attttudaa toward caahout

Prefer checks 77 29 74 36 80 29 49 49 53 50 38 45
Prefer coupons 5 26 6 20 g 34 17 22 11 9 19 10

No Optnton 19 45 20 44 11 37 34 30 36 41 45 45

19



TABLE E.VIII.2

REASONSFOR PREFERRINGCHECKS

Parcenta qe

Parot ct pan_e .... NonPar,t I Ct,pants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dam Comp, Den Comp Dom Comp Dam Con p Dam..Comp Dam Comp

Checks more convenient

or seater to uss 87 69 85 76 70 57 60 73 71' 58 89 56

Checks can be used for

anythtng 30 20 27 38 20 35 30 10 39 40 10 31

Stamps Inconvenient 7 5 9 8 ? 22 0 4 1 2 1 0

Wtth checks people don't know

you got food stamp bensftta

or mtth checks you

feel more dtgntftscl, not

eabarrsued 22 25 5 40 21 27 20 27 . 14 40 38 45

2O



TABLE E.VZII,3

AEA_N-Q FOR PREFERRZNGSTAMPS

ParcenCaoe

Part1 ct pants NonParttcJ pants
NY NY SC SC OR OR NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dee Comp Dee Comp Dee Comp Dee Comp Dsm ,Comp Dam Comp

· Stamps more oonveni ant 51 40 33 34 21 33 14 48 17 42 9 3

Checks difficult to cash 0 3 0 3 0 0 11 2 5 5 O 0

Stampe ensure food atamp

beneftte are spent for rood 20 49 37 41 48 60 86 67 42 72 78 '92

Other 51 11 41 25 39 9 0 I 18 15 14 2

21



TABLE E,VZ,2

PAST PRDGRAH EXPERZENCE OF ELIGIBLE NCNPARTZCZPANTS

Par=enteRs
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dom Comp Dom Comp Dom Comp

1, Percentage who trted to determine

eLigibiLity for food stomps 37 40 57 46 35 45

2, Percentage who applied for food

stamps 21 36 43 43 29 28

3, Percentage who received food
stamps 21 23 26 26 19 19

4. Disposition of application for those

who applied but never received

food stamps

AppLication dented 1DO 81 66 91 90 82

Changed mind; chose to do without 0 2 11 O B 8
Other. 0 17 23 9 2 lO

5, Reason gtvmn for termination of food

stamp beneftte by those who et
one time received them

- FamiLy began earning too much
money 37 28 33 35 20 33

- Racsrttftcatton took too Long O 20 8 I 3 17
- Znconventent O 3 3 10 42 10

- Tranportatlon problem 10 24 14 12 10 9

- Food stomps cost too much 2 10 5 24 5 13
- Other 51 15 37 18 20 -18

8. Percentage who beLtave themselves eLigibLe

for food stamps

BeLieve eLtgtbLe 26 46 42 21 31 23

BeLteve IneLigibLe 42 31 34 24 42 38
Don't know 33 24 24 55 27 39
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TABLE E.V[.3

STATED REASONS FOR NONPARTIC[PAT[ON

Nonparticipant. Who Never

App_ted [Parcentqge}
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Dom Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

BeLteve IneLigibLe 18 34 40 20 15 17

Oon_t need the beneftt. 48 46 28 30 44' 42

The beneftte don_t mean worth the trouble 22 13 17 34 13 19

WouLd be embarreseed tf other people knew 7 O 1 9 I 7

Oon_t know how to apply 5 O 7 O 0 2

CouLdn't get to the orftoe 4 2 1 8 0 4

Too proud to apply 8 11 3 10 20 14

Stamp. coat too much 0 0 3 2 1 1

Never thought about It 7 10 12 22 13 5
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TABLE E.VI,7

ZNTERVIEW RESPONSES RELATED TO PERCEPTION OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Per_entage
NY NY 8C SC OR OR

Oem Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

1. Perception 9f experts,gee et food

etsmp..o_ftoe by nonparttqipanta

Wh9 had.. ePPlted

a. How treated

"treatmen_ was fine" 94 91 79 67 66 71

"people ware rude" S 3 5 17 4 17

b. Helpfulness of program staff
"people were helpful" 58 83 25 47 79 75

"people were not helpful" 42 17 75 53 21 25

2. Peroept._on by participants of "What

kind of Job Food Stamp Profiram ts
dotng.....to _eke care of their
food needs"

Goo_ 59 69 24 39 39 42

Fair 41 21 34 37 27 37

Poor 0 10 41 23 23 20
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TABLE E.VZZ.1

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

ON FOOD BUYING

PsrQe_,t, aae
NY NY SC SC OR OR

Oem Comp Dam Comp Dam Comp

1. Effec t on Amount Of Fo,od

More 58 58 57 63 5g 62

Less I O 4 3 2 1

Same 41 44 35 33 37 37

2. Effect on QuaLity of Food

Better 30 35 32 31 37 37

Lower 4 1 1 I 2 2

Same 68 64 64 66 81 58

3. Percentage Reporttnfi an Increase tn
Etther Guanttty or auaLttv 48 58 56 61 59 67

4, Percentage Reporttno · Decrease.tn

EtCher Ouanttt¥ or QuaLtty 3 0 4 4 3 2
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TABLE E,VIZ,2

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF SWITCHING
FROM FOOD STAMPS TO CHECKS

Percentage
NY SC OR

Dom Dem Dem

1. Effect on,Amount of Food

More 6 8 E

Leee 9 12 16

Same 84 78 74

2. Effect on QueLtty of Food

Batter 6 3 5

Loaer 3 B 7

Same 91 B8 81

3, Percentage Reporttn R an Increase jn

EtthPr Ouanttty or Quality 7 B 7

4. Peroenteqe Reporttno · Decrease,in

Either Ouan_i_y or Oua_lt Y 8 12 17

\
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TABLE E.VIZI.4

CLIENT EXPERZENCE WZTH CHECKS

Percentage
NY SC OR

Oem Osm Dsm

Percentage reporting checks

arrtvtng LaCe 8 60 24

Percentage reporting checks
eccLen 5 1 4

Percentage reporting check

ceehtng fee 3 2 1

Hedtsn check caehtng flee among

Chose reporting flee $.50 $.50 $.50

:i
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APPENDIX G:

DATA SRT USED TO

ANALYZE CHANGES IN

REPORTED MONTHLY

PARTICIPATION

Thta eppendtx desortbam the date used tn She analysts of chengam tn monthly

parttctpatten reported tn Chapter V. TabLe 8.1 describes aLL the data avaiLabLe

when She analysts ewe conducted. TabLe G.2 damcrtben Ch. reports used tn she

analysts, and TabLe g.3 Lt8Ca she. dace uesd. TabLes 8.4 through G.7 dtepLay
esttuced changes tn participation.

In generaL, the anaLyale was conducced uatng She ftret _weLva months of data
avaiLabLe for each stoa. However, several exmapttona should be noted. For

several eft"s, fewer shes twelve agatha of dace were avaiLabLe, end for those

otC"s, the Longest avaiLabLe data sec wes ueed. For tho ALbany, New York atto,

only ftve months of monthly report data were avaiLabLe. However, a computer
Ltattng of parCtctpence ae of September 1681 had been obcetnld ag pert of the

survey workw end for Chat atto, counts of that Ltattng wire used aa the end-of-

parted data for she analysts.

Tho oompertenn and euppLesenceL steam tn 8ouCh CaroLtma and Wyomtng Indic.ced
very Largo ohengse tn participation tn aLL groups durtng the ftraC few eonsh, of

she desomatretton, end she comperlenn ,1ce tn Htnmweoce dtd eo tn she non-98Z

aged category. None of shese changes eeo pLaumtbLe tn Cema of known events,
and tn several 1nat.nose she date were 1neonateS"nC etch Bore decet Led case

records data ,uppLted by the sties. ALso, the NJlrulegoCa reports were
tnaonatetent wtsh reports o1, new partfodpotfon, whtch appeared Co be reasonable

tn Chat atto. Therefore, tn she South CaroLtma comp.rimes and euppLomenceL

gleam end tn W¥omtng, the first shre8 months of dace were mac uaed tn Ch.
anaLyltl. Tn she Ntnnesota compertenn itc", she toCoL participation tn she non-

98X seed category was edJueted tn she foLLmetng ways dace euppLted by the atto
showed that over She parted tn question, shire were 180 nlm houwehoLdl tn she

nen-981 aged category, The reported number of households tn thti category aC

she end of she parted wu 332, and shte ewe lamed to be aoourece. AL"n, tC
wee aliUlmd on she baste ot' deC. from the non--EiSX aged category for she atta

Chat approxtweceLy 41 percent of the caseload Left the program durtng the

pertod. Tho nec ohangetn the non-SeX aged oaCagory wig shem watt"aCed we [160 -

.41 x 332] - Sd. This change wea used Co aorta. Ce the non-GaT aged oaaeLsed for

+.ha beginning of the parted.

Oma county In bth CaroLtna apparently rovermld the nen-98Z aged end 98X aged

coLmml on the forms tt submitted. The reversal was oonfJrned by examining case

reoorde data end then corrected by changtng the fermi before analyzing Chem.
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TABLE 6.I

AVAZLABLE REPORTSOF TOTAL PARTICIPATION IN EACHSITE

Ft ret Last iF #onth.

St Cae , Largest Ct ty Month Honth Reported Mteat n,q

Vermont [D] -e/ 07/80 11/81 15 10/81

CLtnten Co.t NY [C] PLattaburg 07/80 04/81 9
Essex Co., NY (C] Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4 09/80

Hennsptn Co., I414[O] HtnneepoLta 05/80 10/81 18

St. Louts Co,, lin [D] DuLuth 05/80 07/81 15

Herton Co,, IN IS] IndianapoLis 05/80 03/81 11

ArLington, VA (DJ 09/80 09/81 12
ALexandria, VA [C] 09/80 05/81 12

Two Restate ot' OR LO] PortLand 09/80 09/81 14

Lane Co., OR (C] Eugene 09/80 09/81 14
BaLance of State, OR [S] 09/80 09/81 14

Honrce Co., NY (D] Rochester 06/80 09/81 12/80-05/81

ALbany Co., NY [C] ALbany 06/80 12/80 5 07/80-09/80
Erte CO., NY (C] But'l'eLo 07/80 02/81 8

Four Coontte8 of SC [O] FLorence 04/80 08/81 14 03/81

Three Counties of SC (ti Orengeburg 04/80 03/81 10 HerLboro-04/80
Lee 3/81

Orengeburg-ll/80,2/81
Lancceter Co., SC IS] Lancaster 04/80 03/81 12

Cuyehoga Co., OH ID] CLeveLand 05/80 05/81 17
FrankLtn Co., OH [C] CoLumbus 09/80 04/81 12 -,

HamtLton Co.f OH [S] Cincinnati 05/90 04/81 12

Utah [D] 04/80 10/81 14 03 tO5 mOStO8,Og/SC

Wyse1ng (C] 04/90 02/91 11
TuLsa CO., OK [S] TuLsa 04/80 03/81 12

-&/O=Oemonstrett on I CaCoepert son; .$=SuppLaments L.
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TABLE B.2

REPORTSUSED IN THE ANALYSTS OF TOTAL PARTZCZPATZON

Ft rat Last length of

St tea .. Largest Ct ty Honth 14onth Pertod [Hoe]

Vemont ID] -e/ 07/80 07/81 12

CLinton Co., NY (C] PLatteburg 07/80 04/81 9
Essex Co., NY (C} Saranac Lake 08/80 12/80 4

Hannaptn Co., HN (O] HtnneepoLta 05/80 05/81' 12

St. Loutl Co., 1414LC] DuLuth 05/90 05/81 12

Herton Co., IN [S] XndtenepoLte 05/80 03/81 10

ArLington, VA [D] 09/80 09/81 12

ALexandria, VA [C] 09/80 06/81 11

TeD Regtona of OR [O] PortLand 05/80 05/81 12

Lane Co., OR lC] Eugene 05/80 08/81 12
BaLance of State, OR [S] 09/80 05/81 12

Honroe Ca., NY [O] Rochester 08/80 08/81 12

ALbany Ca., NY [C] ALbany 05/80 09/81 15

Erte Co.t NY [C] BuffaLo 07/03 02/81 7

Four Counttee of SC LO] FLorence 04/80 04/81 12

Three Counties of SC LC] Orengeburg 07/80 03/81 8
Lancaster Co., SC [S] Lancaster 04/80 03/81 8

Cuyehoga Co., OH [D] CLeveLand 09/80 05/81 12
FrankLtn Co., OH LC] CoLumbue 05/80 04/81 11

HmaJLton Co., OH [S] Cincinnati 05/80 04/81 11

Utah (O) O4/80 04/81 12

Wyoming (C] 07/80 02/81 7

TuLsa Co., OK [S] TuLle 04/80 03/81 11

i ;

NOTEt See text of ipoendtx for oHterta wild tn selecting anaLyele pertodo.

!b/O=Oomanetret t on; C=COnpirt ion I SMGuppLomentaL,
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TABLE 6.3

DATA USED IN ANALYSIS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Begtnntnn of Per,iod End of,Period,

Bites A,qod SSZA_V SSZ'B'D'_ Total Aqed SSZA_ SSZBD'_/ Total

Vermont (O) b-/ 1,264 1,576 t,06O 3,900 1,528 1,763 1,155 4,446
CLinton end Essex

Countte8, NY [C] 171 553 250 974 220 538 374 1,132

Henneptn Co., HN (D) 1,058 945 1,904 3,007 1,145 1,112 1,283 3,921

St. Louis Co., lIN [C) 308 398 222 928 932 382 213 927

Hsrtun Co., ZN (S] 908 920 453 2.281 956 901 412 2,169

ArLington, VA (D) 170 181 121 452 188 193 131 512

ALexandria, VA lC] 195 184 193 572 175 182 195 552

Two Regions of OR [D] 1,933 1.729 1,928 5,590 1,989 1,886 2,043 5.718
Lane Co., OR [C] 820 886 730 2.435 864 868 876 2,700

BeLsnoe of 6tata, OR [S] 1,877 1,501 1,318 4,696 1,901 1,828- 1,485 5,010

Honro, Co.. NY (D) 541 1,451 Ii803 3.795 634 1.483 1,869 3,996

ALbany County end Ert e

CounttSet NY [C] 2.405 3,926 4.957 11,188 2.624 4,218 5,676 12,518

Four Counties of SC (D] 617 1,788 917 3.322 752 1,941 1,040 3,733

Three Counties of SC (C) 531 1,252 542 2.325 548 1.306 591 2,446
Lances,er Co., SC [S] 178 288 68 532 185 291 80 556

Cuyehoga Co.. OH ID) . 3.147 3,774 4.598 11,519 3,308 3,607 5,153 12,068
FrenkLtn Co.. OH [C] 1.D84 1.377 2.431 4.892 967 1.417 2.479 4.863

HamiLton Co.. OH (S] 893 1,939 2.069 4,901 709 1,581 1.961 4.251

Utah (D] 996 1,215 1,076 3,287 lf161 1t169 lw155 3,516

Wyoming (C) 343 2OO 204 752 371 255 245' 871

TuLsa Co., OK (S] 1,017 1.441 629 3.087 964 1.451 838 3,053

Total of the Eight
Demonstration Sites 9f728 12.839 12.507 34.872 10.706 12.984 13.840 37.510

Total of the Other St'am 10,733 14,765 14,O66 39,554 10,717 15,116 15,225 41,048

I/SSZA - SSi; Aged; 55ZBD - SS_r BLind and DtHbLed.

b/D=Oemonetrett on; C=Compert eon; S=Supp Laments L.



TABLE 6.4

gANGES IN TOTAL CAEELOAOSI ALL CATEOORIE6

(1) (2) [3]

___ D__natrat!on Comparison Comparison 6 6uppLe!aentaa___

B29t n- Z Beg1n- Z 8o0tn- $ 0t f ferencss

StLTe_S_LST_p_!L____ End _Ch._aenoe ntno End Chan.ge. ntno End Change .... [ 1]_-_[._..... 1_[3L

Vermont 3900 4446 14.0Z 974 1132 16,2Z 974 1132 6.2Z -2,2Z -2.2Z

Minnesota 3007 3521 17.1 928 927 -0.1 3209 3096 -3.5 17.2 20.8

Vtrginta 452 512 13,3 572 652 -3.5 572 552 -3.5 16.9 16.6

Oregon 5590 5718 2.3 2438 2700 10.8 7132 7710 8.1 -6.5 -5.6

w
New York 3795 3996 6.3 11188 12518 11,9 11i88 12518 11.9 -6.6 -6.6

South CaroLtna 3322 3733 12.4 2325 2446 5.2 2857 3002 5.1 7.2 7.3

Oregon 11519 12066 4°8 4892 4986 -0,6 9793 9114 -6.9 5.4 11.7

Utah 3287 3516 7.0 752 871 15,6 3639 3924 2.2 -8.9 4.8

Unwet ohted

Averages 9,6 7°0 3.7 2.5 5,8

t-vaLues (0.7) (1.6)



TABLE G.5

CHANGESIN TOTAL CASELOADS; NON-SSI AGED

(1) (2) (3)
__- De__natretton ..... Comparison Cod_q_tsjn & BuppLemomCaL_

Begin- Z Begin- X Begin- S ____Dlf'rarencea

§1 t e S_L_____tn. End ,, Change .... DLn_ End Change tn. End ChanQe______]lJ_-____LlJ:_3)

Vermont 1264 1526 20.0Z 171 220 2B.7X 171 220 28.7_ -7.aZ -7.8_

Ntnneaota 1058 1146 8.3 306 332 7.6 1216 1188 -2.3 O.5 10.6

Vtrotnta 170 188 10,6 195 175 710.3 195 175 -t0.3 20.8 20.6

Oregon 1933 1089 2.O 820 864 5.4 2697 2765 2.5 -_.5 0.4

New York 541 634 17.2 2405 2624 9.1 2405 2624 9.1 8.1 8.1

South CaroLina B17 752 21,9 531 64B 3.4 707 734 3.8 18,5 18.1

Oregon 3147 3308 5.1 1084 967 -10.8 1977 1676 -15.2 15,9 20.3

Utah 996 1161 16.6 348 371 B.B 1365 1335 -2,2 10.0 18.8

Unwetohted

Averages 12.9 5.0 1.8 7.9 11.2

t-vaLues (2.2) [3.0)



i

TABLE G.B

CHANGESIN TOTAL CABELOA68j 6S! Al:ED

Ill 12) 13);
_____.Demonetr_t_lton Comparison _mpe£!_on & DuppLementeL_

Begin- Z Begin- Z Begin- Z Differences

Site 6t_ .... Ding End Change ntnA End Change tnj ..... End Change...... _!-J-_l .... 1_1_

Vermont' 1576 1763 11.9Z 553 538 -2.7S 553 539 -2,75 14.6Z 14,6Z

Htnneeote 845 1118 17.7 398 382 -4.0 1318 1283 -8.7 21.7 20;3

Virginia 161 193 19.9 184 182 -1.1 164 162 -1.1 21.0 21.0

Oregon 1729 1696 -2.5 696 966 9,0 2367 2694 D.7 -11.5 -11.2

w New York 1451 1493 2.9 3826 4218 10.2 3626 4216 10.2 -7.4 -7.4

South Carol tea 1768 1941 6.6 1252 1306 4.3 1540 1597 3,7 4,2 4.9

Oregon 3774 3607 -4.4 1377 1417 2,9 3316 2998 -9.6 -7.3 5.2

Utah 1215 1169 -3,6 200 255 27.5 1641 1768 4.0 -31.3 -7.7

Unwetghted

Averages 6,3 5,9 1.3 0.5 5.0

t-vaLues (0.1) (1.1)



C

CHANGESTN TOTAL CASELOADSl SSI BLZND AND DISABLED

[1) [a} (3)
_-- Oemons____ _Comp_erl_so_ .... _Compsrt 8on A_SupDLementeL_

Beot n- Z Begt n- % Begt n- Z ____0t f ferencee

S_tt.e_e(state_L.. .... n!n_ __En__.d Cha_99ge..... nt__ End Chonego _..__ tng_____E_d ChenDe_____.(&]_-2[._L____LIJ-£3_L

Vermont 1060 1155 9.OZ 260 374 49.6Z 25D 374 49.6Z -4D .6Z -40.65

Hinneeote 1004 1263 25.6 222 213 -4.1 675 625 -7.4 29,9 33,2

Virginia 121 131 8.3 193 195 1.0 193 195 1.0 7.2 7.e

L*J
u_ Oregon t926 2043 6.0 730 876 20.0 2048 2361 15.3 -14.0 -9.3

New York 1803 1669 3.7 4957 5676 14.5 4957 5676 1.45 -10.8 -10.6

South CaroLina 917 1040 13.4 54;) 591 9.0 610 671 10.0 4.4 3.4

Oregon 4596 5153 12,1 2431 247D 2,0 4500 4440 -1.3 10.1 13.4

Utah 1076 1186 t0o2 204 245 ;0.1 633 863 6.0 -0.9 4.2

Unwetghted

Averages 11.1 14,0 11.0 -3 .O 0.1

t-vaLues (-0,4] (0ol ]
%



APPENDIX H:

NOTES TO TEXT TABLE VI.1

(PARTICIPATION RATE

ESTIMATES)

Thts appendtx describes the caLcuLations on whtch the entrte8 tn TabLe VI.1 tn

Chapter VI of the mate report are based.

Rowe 1 end 2 ara from tabulations ot' wetghted survey data. Standard errors have
been computed as-

standard error =_i/d.e. p[1-P]n

where d.a. ts the as,Ina,ed daatgn arrest, p is the participation rate, sad n ts

the sample stze on whtch the eettmate of p ts based. The destgn effeot was

computed as 1.19 for



Row 5 is the sum of Rcwa 3 and 4.

Rowe 6 and 7 are computed by dtvtdtng Rowe 3 and 4 by Rows 1 and 2,

respective Ly.

Row 8 fa the sum cf Rows 6 end 7.

Rom 9 ta Rom 5 divided by Row 8. Standard errors have been computed in the

faLLowing way=

The entrtas tn Rcm 9 can be ertttan as:

PT

"T = Ps+ ;'. Il]
R8 RN

· ha rs

8 = subscript for SSZ recipient

N = subscript for non-SS! recipient

T 8 subscript for total across above categories

R = participation rate (Rows 1. 2 end S]'
P = number cf participants (Rows 3-5}

The participation estimates PT' PS' and PN ara tal_n fro= program data and,
aa an approxtmettant ere assumed not t o have sampLtng variance. "
Zt can be shown aa a theorem in statistics, that if K ia a constant and X ts a

random variable,

Var (K)-. (_]; (Var (Xi] [;)
x ;

where a _arlabLe wttha Ltne over it represents a mean. (See Hood, at aL.,

1974.] AppUcatton of th18 to aquatton (1) yteLd.

P_ + PN /P2T Var RN
; 2 (3)

3'7



AppLytng equation [2] agatn yields

S S N+ N

I_T . R9 2 Rt1 RN 2

Thte equation, together wtth the standard errors of RS and RH shown

tn parentheses tn Rowe I end 2 of the table, was used to caLcuLate the

standmrd errors tn parentheses tn Row g.



APPENDIX J:
DETAILS CONCERNING DIETARY

INTAKE DATA AND ANALYSIS

Thta sppendtx presents detst Ls concerning the dtetary tntaka data and analysts.

Hoenured Dtetsry TabLe J.1 preiante average LeveLs of nutrtint tnCeke for Low tncume eLderLy
Zn_ika _eveLe parians, se measured by the survey dona for the current proJeo_ end by two other
Compared wtth survsyet the HeaLth and Nutrition Exmtnatton Survey [HANES]done tn 1971-1974
_lveLa Ob_itned by the U.S. Department cf HeaLth, Education, and HoLfaret and the 1977-1978
tn Other Survey, Nationwide Food Coniumptlon Survey dona by the U.S. Department cf AgricuLture

(IJSDA] (U.S. Department of AgrtouLture, 196E].

Zn generaL, the nutrtiat tnCakea measured tn the curren t study ers Lower than
those found tn the other surveys. There ars aevareL posatbLe reaiano for tht,.
Ftret, tt should be noted that the nutrtent LeveLs observed In the current
iarvey are mush oLoaer to those obtetned tn the HANESsurvey than they are to
the USOAtOtaLs. The average dtfferenoe between the current survey and the
HANEStotals tl only 5 percent as compared wtth 17 percent for tho USDA
survey. Al dtiauaaed in VoLumeZZZ, the Interviewing protocols end data
prooaaatng iafCRre send tn tho current survey were, for the moat pert,
patterned attar those umld by HA_:6. Thus, tt to LikeLy that a iabacenttaL
share cf the dtffsrenoen between the results or the current survey and those of
the USDAiarvay ire not due to factors untque to the ourrint lurvay, such as the
use cf a telephone Interviewing methodology, but rather ere due to dtfferenou
between the HANESand USDAmethodologies. Zt ts not currently pometbLa t_/
determine whether the HANESor the USOAprocedures ara the more accurate.

ij

PoaatbLe !eenonaLtty tn consumption may alia account for dtffsrenoel In obsurved
nutrient tn,aka tn the current survey si ;umpired wtTh those of other surveys.
Hoot or the Interviews conducted for the current study were done during the
summer of 1981, Interviewing for the USDAsurvey Wal conduced durtng November
1977 to Horch 1978, and the HANESsurvey wee conduoCed over several years.
Zn_ervtewera reported that many respondents tn the current study relarked that

4/

_JTt should be noted that the HANESdate for moat nutrients other Thin oaLortae
and protatn may thmneeLven undereattMte current COnlumptton LeveLs. Tho reason
ti that the HANESdice were coLLected tn the early 1970e, and there ta evtdence
frma pertodto Oeplr_wnt of AgrtouLcure iurviyl That consumption revels cf most
nutrients other _ olLorlae end prot41n have been rtetng over ttle. However,
the HANEStn_lke tlttlltae are, tn genareL, Lower thin thole obCetned tn an
enrLtar 1965-68 _ lurviy dane prtor to HANES. Thtl automata that even after
Clklng ohlngtng oonsolptjon patterns tnto eOGOWmt, there ere differences between
HANESend UGDAprooeduren that Lead to significantly different tnCaka

_I aatlmetea.

39



TABLE J,1

LEVELS OF DIETARY INTAKE FOR LOWINCOHE ELDERLY PERSONS
AS MEASUREDBY DIFFERENT SURVEYS

PreLiminary Data From $ Difference Z Difference
Current 1971-74 HANESa/ lg77-78 Dept, of b_/ Between Currantd/Betwaen Curren_!/
Survey Survey _ AgricuLture Survey Survey & HANES-' Survey & USDA --

WOHEN

CeLartee [KmaL] 1178.75 1t97.44 1288.58 -1.6 -8.5
Protetn [gm} 45.28 48.02 55.14 -7.7 -17,9
CmLetum lag] 448.22 518.17 583.93 -13.7 -24.5
Zrcn [ag] 7.95 7.89 9.94 7.6 -19.2
Vttautn A [TU] 4615.82 4417.35 7589.40 4.5 -30.2
Thtemt_ (ag] O.gl .88 1.00 3.4 -8.0
RibofLavin [ag] 1.17 1.24 1.32 -5.8 -11.4
Ntaotn (ag] 10.85 11.23 13.56 -5,2 -21.5
Vltamtn C [lag] 77.29 71.82 70.27 7.6 10_0

Average difference -1.2 -15.7

CaLortee [Keel ] 1366.81 1672.07 1724.08 -18.2 -20.7
Protetn (gm) 55.58 84.42 71.27 -13.7 -22.0
CsLotm [ag] 516.11 587.48 642.22 -13.8 -20.8
Zrm (ag} 8.82 11.25 12.48 -21.8 -29.4
Vttamtn A (ZU] 3896.90 4342.17 5310.19 -10.2 -28.8
Thtamtne [ag] 1.00 1.18 1.23 -13.8 -18.7
RibofLavin [ag) 1.28 1.52 1.53 -15.8 -16.3
Ntantn (ag] 12.11 14.05 16.73 -13.8 -27.8
Vttamtn C (ag] 83.25 69.23 57.82 -8_ 9.8

Average difference -14.4 -19.1

=_/
AVERAGE

CaLortea [Keel ] 1217.06 1224.26 1377.43 -6.0 -11.8
Protmtn (gm] 47.38 52.16 58.43 -9.2 -18.g
CmLctum (mai 462.05 .535.14 605.21 -13.7 -23.8
Iron [,g) 8.13 8.58 10.38 -5.2 -21.7
Vttamtn A [IU} 4469.47 4402.01 7124.44 1.5 -37.3
Thtemt ne {ag } o.g3 0.94 1.05 -t .t -1t .4
RibofLavin [ag] I .la 1.30 1.36 -6.5 -12.5
Ntaetn [ag] 10.95 11.80 14.21 -7.2 -22.9
Vttaetn C [ag] 74.41 71.29 67.69 4.4 9.g

Average dt fferenae -5.0 -16.7

A/
U.8. Department of HmeLth_ Education, end WeLfare [lgTg].

b_/
U.S. Department of AgricuLture [1962].

a_/
Wetghted everegeaw wtth wltght8 blood on proporttong of mop and wanton tn the =urrent survey data

[20.4 percent men and 79.8 pereent women].
dj S

Percentage are computed ustng the government survey aa the base.
A
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4/

tt was "Just too hot to eat" when asked about their food consumption. '-/

and this could have had a downward effect ___ food consumption, particuLarLy
wtth regard to caLorte and protein intake.-- Evidence that this may have been

the case la provided by TabLe J.2, which shows differences In food intake

beteeen tntarvtews covertng days where the htgh temperature was 85 degrees or

Bore a, compared wtth days when the htgh temperature was Leu than 85 degrees.

Ae shown tn the table, intake was Lower on the high-temperature days for each of

the ntne nutrients, and for seven of the ntne nutrtonta the differences are

· tattettceLLy s_gntftcent. OveraLL, the average percentage difference between

the higher-temperature days end other days wee approximately 11 percent.

Forty-five percent of the interview, tn the sample Bare conducted on days wtth

tempareturea above 85 degree,. Thus the date euggelt that, on average, nutrient

1stake recorded tn the survey may have been epproxtamteLy 5 percent (.46 times
11 percent] Lower then tt would have been tf none of the tntarvtewe had been

gtven on days wtth htgh temperatures.

Zt should be noted that, etrtctty speaking, these date cannot be tntarpretad as
directly ehowtng the effect or havtng conducted the tntervtewi over the summer.

Rather theme date show 1ntra-<lay variation wtthtn the seamer months. The
tabulations thue deeonitrata that within the .uemar months, hotter day. tend to

Lower coneuapttont but they do not provtde dtreot ev_denoa regarding the

possibility that overaLL Patterns of nutrtent tntekl ely be Lower (or higher] tn

the aueaer Il cempered wtth other ttmea of the year. ]t 1. pooetbLe at the

conceptual Level that the effect of havtng lntarvttmed during the summer could
be elthar greater or LamBer than the 5 percent eettmte luggmetad by the above

tabulation". NevertheLess, the date ere et Lamir ,"net,tent etth the

possibility that obmerved LeveLs of intake were Lower because of summer

t ntarvt aw1ne.

Another factor that should be noted ts that the samPLe of eLderLy persona for

the current study ts somewhat different from the sample for which USDA survey
date ere avaiLabLe. The avaiLabLe LISOAdata tnoLude eLL eLderLy persons wtth

Low tn=oma, while the current survey wee Limited to eLderLy persona Living tn

houmehoLde wtth no aembers under 65 years old and who are aLtgtbLe for food

stamps. Zt me.em LtkeLy that eLderLy person, .ay. on averege, have acc.,, to
Bore and better food when they era Ltvtng tn Larger houmehoLda whtch tncLude
younger .ambers al weLL.

A final poiltbtLtty, however, ti that enne food consumption may hays been

undarreportad tn the current lurvey. There ts no way to datarntna atth

certainty whether th1. ts the cue. Zt ts important to note, hemever, that even
tf lone undarreporttng dtd occur, tt t. LikeLy that tt dtd not affect

4/
_'Thte was particuLarLy true at the Oregon stta, whtch expertenoed record hlgh

temperature, durtng pertl of the ourvey parted.

--2/PartiaLLy offmetttng negettve effect, of the heat could have been poeatbLa

poatttve effects from the avaiLabiLity of fresh frutta and vegetables during the
"usair aonths.
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TAS_ J,2

DZFFERENC;6 IN NUTRZENTINTAKE FOR DAYS WITH

HTGH TEHPERATURESy85 OEGfiEESOff MORE

(1) Cai (a) (4]
Zntake on Zntake on

Days wtth DaVe wtth

Htgh Hi gh gl florence aa

Tempera- Tampers- Percentage
Cures turae 85 Ot ffar- of Intake on

Below 85 end Dye r ant v Dave below _5

CaLortee [Keel ] 1257.01 1168,49 -68.52 · 7.0%

[2,72]

Prate1 n [Om] 50.11 44.03 -6,,D8' 12,4
(4.OS]

CaLcium [mg] 499.61 416.38 -83,cr3e 1e.7

[4.e;]

Zron (ag] 8.44 7.76 -0.68 _ 6.1

(2.s7]

Vitamin A (IU] 4818.19 3923,93 -994°265 20.2

[a.46)

Vitamin C [me] 76.43 71.97 -4.46 5.9
(1.15]

Thiamin [Bg) - 0,94 O,gi -0,03 3,2

(1._)

RibofLavin [ag) 1.27 1.10 -0,17 e 13.4
(3,05]

Niacin (mg] 11,53 10,24 -1.2g _ 11.2
(a.3e) '

Average Percent Otffarerma 10.9

..

NOTES: Entries are untta of nutrient,

AbsoLute values of t etattettca ere shown In perentheaea under
entrlea tn CoLumn (3].

Aetarteka indicate that eetteated dtt'!'erencen ere statisticaLLy
significant with a .05. Level two-taiLed teat,
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any of the key conclusions of the anaLysta· The focus of the analysts t8
on comparisons oF dtatary tntaim between groups of tndtvtduaLs_ such as

comparisons between program participants and nonparticipants or comparisons
between participants receiving cash and participants receiving coupons· Even tf

some underreporttng occurred tn the surveys there ts no reason to beLteve that

Jt would have occurred differentiaLLy more among some of these groups rather
than others.

ProbabiLity of Aa dtanuaned tn Chapter VIZI of the report, 24-hour recaLL data baaed on a

Nenttng RDA stngLe day of food consumption do not'provide accurate Information etch regard
to proportions of the population meettng recommended dat Ly aLLowances [RDAa] of '

nutrients· [See Chapter VZZ! for a dtsCUlSton of the reason for'Chis·] Ag a

results the onaLyate preeented tn the text ef the report dsaa not focus on ROAm
ee an outceme llalUrO. Homevart because Charm nay be some JntalmlC tn Ch. RI)Aa

observed tn the survey, Chte sactton presents tabulations of percentages of
reepondont8 who matROAa and also presents the results of probtt analysts of ROA
OUt[OBoe ·

Tho ROAmused fo,/the analysts ars Chosa developed by the National Academy of
Sctencen [1980]. _' As background for the analysis of probabtLtttee of meettng

ROAgw tC nay be useful Co sxomtne the reLattouehtp between average Intakes as

measured by the current lurvey and the Ri)Aa. TabLe J.3 presence Chela data. Zn

generaL, the average tncaken obeerved In tho sample ere Lower than tho ROAm.

TabLaa d.4 through J.6 present data on proportions of houenhuLda msattng F!OAg

for the comparison and deeonstratton stte eampLsa. Aa etCh the nutrtont tncake
coepertenng tn Chapter VZZZf tho ROA reanLco are presented for the raw nutrtenC

dace and also etch the effeote of ocher variables controLLed uatng probtt. Tho

Independent vartabLee uled tn the prebtt equations ara stmtLar Co chose used tn

the regression equations reported fn Chapter VZZZ. [CompLete probtt remuLco are
tnoLudad tn Appendtx #.] The probtt rsauLca reported tn +.he fourth column of

each CabLe ran be Interpreted al the percentage difference tn Chi LikeLihood of

a respondent leasing the ROA for agtven nutrtent after controLLing for other
variables. For exampLe_ Jn the raw data, participant. Jn omaparJoon sites had ·
.035 Lower LtkeLthoud of reschtng the caLcrte ROA than nonparticipants [TabLe

J.4f CoLumn 3]. Tho difference tn probabilities changes to mn sattmecsd .040

Lower probability when variables other Chart participation ars controLLed for.

The patterns ef rweuLca ara generaLLy statler Co these found tn the analysts of

program affmeCo on average nutrtant tncoken. AC coepmrtenn attemw participation

generaLLy had a omoLL and negative! but statisticaLLy tnetgntftcant effect on

tho LikeLihood of a respondent meettng nutrtanC adequacy scandarda. At cashouC
stl;ea, participation hid a generaLLy polttlva effect on the LikeLihood of ·

respondentVs dtst memCtng adequacy LeveLs! end for five of the nutrtanCa_ the

4/
_'Exaept for caLer4emt FIOA LeveLs ara sac tn such s way that menttng the RDA for

a nutrtent wtLL provide sufficient 1stake for 95 percent of the population.

[The comparable percentage for caLorte, ti 50 percent.] Thus, fat Lurs of an

Individual Co meet an ROA Level does not necssaarJLy mean Chat the person ta

conauatng an Inadequate amount of the nutrient, gtven Chat persona w own
requtremanca.
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TABLE J.3

AVERAGENUTRIENT INTAKE AS PERCENTAGEOF RDAs

Current Average

Survey Intake aa

Average Percentage
Intake RDA of ROA

WOHEN

CaLortee [KGaL] 1176.75 180e0_/ .85

Protein COl) 45.26 44 1.03

CaLot um (ag] 446.22 800 .58

Iron [ag] 7.95 10 .80
Vitamin A (IU] 4815.92 4800 1,_5

Thtumtne (ag] 0.91 1.0 .91

RibofLavin [ag] 1.17 1.2 .88

Ntectn [ag] 10.65 13 .OR

Vttamtn C (ag] 77.29 60 1.28

,EN

CaLories (KeeL] 1365.81 240e0_/ .b-/

Protein (gm] 55.58 56 .50

CaLcium [ag] 516.11 850 .65

Iron [ag] 8.82 10 .88
Vitamin A [IU] 4898.90 5000 .95

Thtentne (ag) 1.00 1.2 .83

RibofLavin [mg) 1.28 1.4 .91
Niacin (mo] 12.11 16 ,76

Vitamin C (ag] 63.25 80 1.55

,/
--CaLorie ROAI ehmm tn the table ara ltdpotntl of' rangea for perigee 51-75

yonre old. Tn the probtt eneLyetev for pareses elder than 75_ the ,tdpoJnte o1' the
range for pereone elder than 75 were uied. Thele ere 1_800 end 2_050.
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TABLE J.4

DIFFERENCESIN PROBABILITY OF HEETING RDAa

BET_EN PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

COHPARISONSITES

(I) [a) (3) (4)
Raw Data Dtffarenoe After

Non ControLLing for
Perttc- Parttc- Otffar- Effeete of Other

_pant 1pant ence .,v_rleb_om

CeLortea

Prate1 n

CaLctum

!ron

Vt tomtn A

Vttmmtn C

Thtamln

RibofLavin

Nteotn

NOTESm Entrtee ere probebtLttlom,

AbeoLute veLuee of t el_ttettca are shown tn parenthaaee under antrtae tn
CoLuen (4].

See Appendtx )4 for complete probtt re_Lta,
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TABLE J.5

DIFFERENCESTN PROBABTLTTYOF HEETZNGRDAs
BETWEENPARTTCTPANTSAND NONPARTZCZPANTS

CASHOUTSITES

H) (;] [3] (4]
Raw Data 0tfference After

Non ControLLing for
Pertlc- Parttc- Dtffer- Effsota of Other

Ipant 1pant enca VariabLes

CaLortea

Protetn

Ca tct ua

Z ron

Vttamtn A

Vttamtn C

Th1 aB1 n

RJbof'tavt n

Ntaotn

NOTE5: Entrtee a_e probabtLtttel.

AbsoLute value, of t etattittca ere .homn tn parentheeee under
entrtea tn CoL_ (4).

Aetertake tndtcate that sottmatad effsote are etattattcaLLy significant .1th
· .05 Level two-taiLed teat.

See Appendtx H for complete probtt reauLta.
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TABLE J.6

DIFFERENCESIN PROBA8II.ITY OF MEETIX6 RDAa
BETWEENPARTICIPANTS AND HONPART_CIPANTS

TOTAL DATA SET

H! [n) (a) (4]
Raw DaCe Dlfferen=e After

Non ControLLing for
Parttc- Perils- Dtffar- EllesSe of Other

1pent 1pant ence VariabLes

CaLortag

Protetn

CaLet un

Zron

Vttmtn A

Vt Cemtn C

Thtaetn

RibofLavin

Ntmotn

NOTE6, Entrtem are probabilities, ..

AbmoLuCm values of t statistics ere shown tn parentheses under

anCrtas tn CoLumn (4],

Asterisks tndtoste that emttmeted effects ara statisticaLLy significant etch
a .05 Level tee-CalLed OeeC.

See Appendtx H for complete probit results.
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esttmatad effects are statisticaLLy significant, The differences tn the effects
of participation between comparison and =mahout etta8 may be due to sampling

error atnoe there la no tnherent reason to believe that cash, which reducae

the Ltnk between porttctpotton and food or nutrtent intake, ts LikeLy to tmprove

dietary adequacy. When data ara pooled across sttes, most of the estimated

effects ers positive, but only one--that for protein--ts statisticaLLy
significant.

The SeLf Ac dteouaaed tn Chapter VZZZt teats were undertaken tn mhtoh a correction factor

SeLection booed on an estimated probit model of participation woe ueed to control for

Correction poeetbLe seLf-seLection bias tn the nutrient intake regreeatona. The procedures
Factor used were baaed on Hackman (4979], Stnoe IncLusion of this factor dtd not

substantially alter the results of the enoLyota_ the factor wee not tnotudad tn

the flaiL.equation specifications on which the reautta reported tn the motn body

of tho report are based, This section describes tn more detail the work tn thio

area end suemortzes results o_ equations estimated wtth the correction factor
included tn the specification.

Let d be a 1tO variable indicating whether an observation tea Food SCamp
Program participant. Then a probtt model of the participation protege can be

specified est

d = I if X_I B + v > O,

d - 0 tf X_I 9 + v < O,

where the X variables ere determinants of participation, B tea vector of

estimated peraeeteret end v la an error term, with an estimated standard error
S.

v

The correction factor, o, tneerted 1nCo the nutrtent tntake regressions wee
computed se

normal denstty function of [X_B/S v]c

cumulative normal denatty functton of [[2d-1][X_9/S ]]
v

TabLe J.7 summarizes the effects of tnaLudtng Chis correction factor tn the

nutrient tnCake regressions. The results ere baaed on regressions for the
combtned sample pooled eoroae aLL comparison end demonstration survey atlas.

The first coLuam tn the CabLe chows oetJlmtad coefficients on the ItO_dtcator._(
of program parttotpattont for equotton8 ulChout the correction factor.
The ascend column of the table praeenCe QooperabLa reouLta for equotton8

oattmetad wtth the correction factor. AbsoLute voLuao of the t statistics

eoooctotad wtth the coefficients ore shown tn porencheeae. As shown tn the

tablet tho rasuLta ere not substantiaLLy altered by the IncLusion of the

correction factor. Neet of the estimated coefficients are very maLL Jn

q-/These numbers are from TabLe VZZZ.8 of the motn body of the report.
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TABLE J,7

EFFECTS OF INCLUDING SELF--SELECTZONCORRECTZON

FACTORIN NUTRIENT ]:NTAI(.EREGRESSIONS

[Data for aLL attaa pooled]

Coefficient cn Program Coefficient on

Participation tn Equatton Program Participation

Wtthout Correction Zn Equcttcn Wtth
Factor Correction Factor

Catortee [K.GaL]

Protatn [gm]

CaLcium (ag]

Iron [.g]

'Vttimtn A (ZU]

Vtt_mtn C (mo]

Thiamin (mO]

RibofLavin (mo]

Niacin lag]

SampLe Stzai tn regreeatonl "-/

II)TEl AbooLUtl vcLuel Of t itittlttC, are shown tn parenthaoae.

'-&/SampLe size ia Lower tn regrtiltOnl utth correction factor

becauae come obeerYettcne Lacked tho data needed to compute thte variable.

49



rate,ton to thatr standard errors and rematn ac when the correction factor ts

IncLuded. To be sure. the absolute values of acne of the coefficients change

substantiaLLy. For 1ne,once. the estimated coefficient tn the caLortea equatton

changes from 3.72 to 23.3. Hcwever_ thte generaLLy happens tn Instances ,hera

both estimated coefficients ere qutta smaLL relative to the average values of
the dependent variables end reLettve to thatr standard errors, Zn the case of

ceLortesf for Instance, even the Larger eettnata Ia Leam than 3 percent of

average caLortc Intake _n the sample end ts much smaLLer than 1ts standard
error.

5O



APPENDIX K:

REPORTED INCOME:

SURVEY COMPARED WITH

CASE RECORDS DATA

Zncoma date reported by Food Stamp Program participants tn the survey were
coopered etch casa records date for the same households to provide some

Indication of the degree of underreporttng that oocurred. To be sure, tt must

be recognized that the case records themselves are LikeLy to be aubjeGt to

conetderebLs error. Therefore, not eLL dtsurepanclel between the two data 8ets

should be 8ttrtbutad to errors tn the survey information. NevartheLmaa,

ooopartsun of the two types or data can at Least be Indicative of whether the

survey dace ars statler to those that ,goLd have been obtatned by eLigibiLity

workers du rtng ecrus L progrem app Lt cation reoertt t't carton t nco rvt awe.

The names of sample members whG were found durtng the survey Co be program

participant" were matched agatnst case records Ltattnge ouppLted by the sttae.

Zn om"es where apparent matches were 1dentil'ted, the ooue records data were

combtnad wtth the survey data on ·stngLs enaLytli 1,tLs. Cases where there

8ppsered to bm substantial discrepancies tn houSehoLd demographic data such es

race, 8ge, or sex ot' the head o1' the ho.BehoLd were eLtmtcotad from the 1,tLs for

the matched analysts, on the grounds chat euoh dtsurepanctma may have been

Indicative o1' incorrect matching. The analysts used daf4 1'rom both _w York
stco8 end 1'rob the denGnstretton sites In SOul_ CaroLine end Oregon.

The overaLL maple etze swat LebLe 1'or the analysts InvoLving Food St"ap Program
hence'ti LeveLs wes 851 cases. Somewhat fewer Gale. were avstLabLe for

coopartson8 o1, gross and net tacoma LeveLs, beoouen lobe sties dtd not include
these date tn the case records tn1,oreatton.

One Ltlttatton wtth regard Co the compertsen of survey end GSEe records income
data should be noted: 1,edereL SSZ and Social 8eourtty bennflt LeveLs were

increased by 11.2 percent as o1' JuLy 1, 1881. The survey began et approximately

the sene tine, end Chun the survey data telL"nC the Jnorealas in 1'edereL
bene1,tt LeveLs for these programs ii o1, Chit date. However, She cose records

data 1,Gr Chis analysts were suppLtad tn the Late suliler end early feLL o1, 1981.
ThJl means that the Boat recant Food 8tamp Program recartt1'toatton for many of

the households tn the data set had occurred prior to JuLy 1. For such

housuheLd., the case regards dace do not re1'Lect the JuLy 1 SS! sud SOctaL

Security Increases and th,tel'ore undsruettmata tn,Oma recetptl as o1' the ttme o1'

the survey.

Thl avaiLabLe cams records data do ncc aLLOO a det, lrmtnatton of the prectse

magnitude o1' income undercounttng tn the case records due Co Chis rancor.

'_ However, the amount o1' undercounttng ti oertatnLy considerably Lmae than the

I 11.2 percent federal henettt tnoreeae. There ere several reasons for thte*- (1]
_rtena tn state SeX baneftte were Lower then the Increase tn federal bsue1,tca;

1/
"Because of a programming error, case records dace for the appropriate ttme

period mire nGt avaiLabLe for the So"th CaroLine end Oregon compartann ettae.
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[2] some of the raapandant households have other income sources beatdea SST and

SoctaL Security; and [3] some ot' the cases had been recarttfted after JuLy 1

end_ for such houeehoLdsw the casa records data reflect the JuLy 1 increase.

Thue_ while Chars ts some undarcounttng tn the case records data due to the
ttetng ot' the tncreeee in federal benefits, the extant of the undercountlng can

be assumed to be under 11.2 percent.

TabLe K.1 summarizes results of the analysis. As shown tn the table, there ts
considerable variation belween income estimates tn the survey data and tn the

case records data. OnLy 33 percent of the Gross income estimates and 21 peroe_
of the nat income estimates are within $10 of each ocher tn the 13vodata seCa.-

Al lndtcecod tn the bottom roi of TabLe K.I, reporting discrepancies tend to

offset one enother_ es Chat when averaged over eLL of Chi caeelr on the ftLew

they ere reLativeLy ,maLL. The average discrepancies t'or both gross end net
income are under $4 and are smeLLer Than their eCanchlrd errors. The average nat

discrepancy t'or food etamp2_onua amount Is $1.8, and tht8 dtft'aranca ts
statisticaLLy atgntrtcant._

Aa shown tn TabLe K.2, there la considerable variation by site tn the atze end
nature ot' chi discrepancies tn Chi data. The _ Hew York State sties have the

Lowest IVlrlgl errors. Average net lnonam to $4.2 htghar In the survey data

than tn Cha c_leg records data for the New York delonetrltton trite and $21 higher

et the comparison atto. The dtaorepanoteB tn net beneftt amounts aC these

81COo are about $4 at the damonatraCton 81te end -62 aC Chi comparison atte.

Average discrepancies ara substantiaLLy Larger eT the South GeroLtna and Oregon

lltOlt but the difference8 ere LargeLy Oft'setting. Average net tacoma aa

reported tn the survey data ts S36 Lower than the cage regards dace, and average
baneftco are $13 htgher st the South CaroLtne atto. At the Oregon etta, on the

other hendr average survey income ts $43 htghert end average beneftt8 ars $12

Lower then the corresponding cage records Information.

_/At first exaBtnetton_ tt may appear surprising Chat the dtacrepanctel ere
Larger for net income after deductions than they are for grail income. Howeverf

Cwo factors may at Least tn part account for Chis. Ftret, net thomas ts

computed aa gross income mtnue deductions. Thust tn c_lputtng net tnGmne there

te both the possibility of potential error tn seCts,ICing grams tacoma and an

addJ CtoneL source of potential error steam1 no t'rom dtsorepenotea tn deductions

eetlmacoe. Secondt because ot' the way tn which deductions are caLcuLscod Jn
computing net income for the program, errors tn gross income cond Co be

compounded when estimating net income. The reason t8 Chef the housing deduction

ts computed ao actual houetng cost8 In excise of halt' of Insane after other

. deductions have bean subtrencod. Thus, if an error te made tn measuring gross

tncoeet tt ram Lead Co the oppoetta error tn estimating the houMng deductions.

The error to then Go.pounded when deductions are eubtreccod t'rmn gross Income.

_/The survey-based eSttlltel of food 8tamp bonus amoun_i used In the analysts

were caLcuLated from survey dace on tncome and daducttone. Discrepancies tn
bonus amounts are therefore correlated with tncoma discrepancies.

52



T.t.._I.EK.1

DISCREPANCIES BETWEENSURVEYAND CASE RECORDSDATA

Net Food Stamp

Stze and 0t racet on Gross . Tacoma Aftel[ / Banaftt .
or',01eoropanoy ........ ]:_c_,e-a/ - Oqduc_1one-- Aec.nC'_

Survey htgher by >t50 4Z _ 45

Survey htgher by 41-50 4 4 2
Survey htgher by 31-40 4 6 3

Survey htgher by 21-30 9 5 6

Survey bt§her by 11-20 15 6 8

Discrepancy $10 or Less 33 21 55

Survey Lower by 811-20 9 S 10

Survey Lower by 21-30 6 4 6

Survey Lamer by 31-40 3 4 3

Survey Lower by 41-50 2 3 2
Survey Lover by >$50 11 19 2

AVERAGEDZSCREPANCY -$2,2 '= 13,1 $1,8

Ca.4) (3.7) (.8)

_/ Baaed on sample of 394 matched records, Data were not ava1 L-
able For the Cwo NOWYork et tea,

Jllllllll_/Based on sample, of 564 matched records, Date ware not ava1 L-

able for solo CellOS St the Honroo County_ New York atto,

--¢/ Baaed on sample o1' 650 matched records,

'_/ Standard errors of average discrepancies ore shown tn

paron_laaoa,
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TABLE K.2

DISCREPANCIES BETWEENSURVEYAND CASE RECORDS

DA?Al BY SITE

Average Otonrep- Average Otecrep-

oncy tn Nat ancy tn Food
Income After Stamp Sanaftt

Gross Income Oeduntt one Amount

SetupLo (Sa rye y- ( Survey- [Sa rvey-

St ze ..... Case Recqrdq] Casa Rgcqrd8 ] Cos, Rqc.orde]

Ne. York Camonstretton ./

SI ta 155 NA &4.L_ 83.7

(11.3) [1 .Si

Ne. York Comparison Stte 101 HA 21.0 -2.2

(8.0) [1.8]

South CaroLina Demonstration

St to 222 t-ll .8 -38.3 12.5

(5.8] [5.;] (1.3]

Oregon Oemonetrstlon Site 172 10.2 43.1 -12.2

[2.3) (5.1) (1.5]

, i , w

NOTES: Standard errors of watt.rated overage, are shown tn parentheses.

= not avat LabLe.

_/Nst tncome data were avaiLabLe for only 6g obeerYattone et the New York demonstration
at Ce.



OveraLL, the reouLt8 of the matched survey dat_/caaa records analysts lndtcate
considerable dtecrepenctei between the survey data end the case records data.

WhtLa netther Information source can be assumed to be compLeteLy correctt tt tm

reasonable to beLtsve that Information coLLected durtng program certification
tntervteN, where Mare ara .Legal requirements to provide accurate data, tm

prcbULy more iccureT_l.

To a Large degree, *.he dtscrepanctma between +.he survey and case record, data

tend to be offsetting, on average, end average tncome end beneftt LeveLs ara

qutte statler between the survey and the caie records tnforl,lttcn. However, as
noted earlier, the 1noose data Jn the Gale regards ere thMileLvai undoreetlmetal

of true tnGou et the ttme of the rdrvey bec.uae the Gale renordl do not fuLLy

reflect the JuLy 1, 1881 tncremama in _X end So=teL Seourtty paymantso Xn
Light of thtet She teat that the two di ca eourcale provtde atto1Lar average

mattlacwe euggeet, l that there la, on average, some underreporttng tn she survey
date. Howeverf the amount of the underreporttng le probably under 11 percent.

Tt therefore seems unLikeLy that any of the major conclusions of' the arieL'/ets

have been substantiaLLy effected by errors tn the surYey data.
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APPENDIX L:

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

CALCULATIONS BASED ON

RETROSPECTIVE INCOME DATA

This appandtx pramence technical dacetL8 concerning the program eLigibiLity

caLcuLations baaed on retrospective date used tn support of the analysts
presented tn Chapter X of the report. Dtfferenooo between the mtcromtmuLattcn

work perforeed for the currant project amd a CyptcaL fuLL _La simulation model

are dta_uasedt than ditetLs of how tnoome and saute wire simulated uatng

Current PopuLation Survey [CPS] date era gtvan. Next, the program eLigibiLity

retwi estimated from the currant modal ara compared wtth an Independent anttmate

of thtg rate. 8tenderd errors for the net discrepancy rate egttlmtea presented

tn Chapter X are then caLcuLated, end the appandtx concludes by summarizing

reasons for sample attrition tn the s¶luLaCton analysts.

Currant Approach It IhouLd bo emphasized that tho precadurea and tho analysts presented tn
Compared wtth Chapter X and tn thtl appandtx cannot be considered a validities of currently-

FuLL SimuLation used simulation models because a number of loci of aenUapttool frequently used

HodaL tn models could not be tilted. In addition, owrtatn iIpeotl of the CPS daCe

base could not bo repLt_ted wtth tho retrospective diCe obcetnad tn the survey

for the current project. Tho foLLowing frequently used simulation modal
a88ulpttona were nos examtnedt

[1] Data uamd tn the simulation models sro often anvareL years

old, and the models employ complex "agtno" priCeleSS to

preJeuC houoahoLd and other dace to a current baits. Because

the current survey contained reLativeLy few obanrvatlone and

wes not nationaLLy repreanntetJve, the standard agtng
preomdure, were not used and Chug could not be tested,

[2] SimiLarLy, undarreporttng of tnr_ome to often corrected for by

adjusting tnoowo totals Ce known nattonlL CeciLe. Because

luch control totals were not avaiLabLe for Local survey
atcam, thta wepec: cf simulation modaLtng could not be
seated ·

[3] In esttllttng aLLowabLe Food Stomp Program deductions,

simulation models sesmttmu bls lets of expense Imputation

proomdiru based on nittoneL data. The Imputation equattanl

may produce btwied results when applied only to a sublet of
the population, an reported expenses were uood to eattlmta

aLLowabLe didiottona for the 8uryay dice.

(4] Some simulation medals atmuLate aLL major welfare pregrmaa,

el weLL Il the Food SCalp Progrmn, end Chill ocher simulated

payments are uamd as tnput to Food stomp eLigibiLity
dacer. JnaCtona. Th1. was not teated tn the current work.
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(5] FtnaLLy, because the CPS t8 a pubLicLy distributed file,
considerable resources are aLLocated by the Census Bureau

toward resolving date inconsistencies and correcting for

survey ncnresponse, The current analysts was restricted to
only those observations tn which data appeared to be properly

reported,

EI.TGZBZL.TTY The ,tcrosJmuLstton technique applies to individual mlcro untte or observations

SZHULAT]:ON from a survey [househoLds in thta case] · set of program rules that simulates

eLigibiLity and beneftte for each untt--_uch tn the same may · camaworker would

determine the eLigibiLity of a gtvan applicant. ALthough the oamputattona ere
perforamd on the Individual units, etcroetmuLstton results ars only used tn the

eggrogeta. That to, eummry etettstlce of the total numbers of eLigibLes end

participants ere prepared, from which program participation cheroctertottos ore

examined. The eamulptton ts that the simulation results ere scourers, on

everegew thereby producing reLtebLe eu.--ery results. Howeverp tt can meetly be

damonotreted that for epec4ftc obeervettcn8, the results ere often Incorrect.

Thueg the objective ts to determine the overaLL accuracy of the eLigibiLity
detaretnetton process rather than that of any Individual household.

To afford · =ireful comperteon_ the methodology that ,el used tn the
ourrent ltudy t, presented eLongotde procedures that ltOht typicaLLy be used tn

· Larger model to etmuLete eLigibiLity uetng retrospective tncame data. Tho

deteJLed algorithms developed for the present study ere then gtven.

The foLLowing steps, for example, might be taken to etmuLete eLigibiLity on the
Herch 1981 (:PSI

[1] Obtetn · data ftLe from Census for mhtch consistency edtte

end tmputetton8 for ncnreeponee have eLreedy been performed.

[2] ALLocate income reported tn combtned source categories to the

tndtvtdueL components.

(3] ALter tho retrospective Labor force data to be consistent

stth the survey week data.

[4] Age the 1mcgee to reflect calendar year 1981.

[5] PcoetbLy correct oertetn tncowe types for survey
underreporttn9 end nonreporttng.

[6i 81muLmte pubLtc lamtetanoe end 6SZ.

[7] CaLcuLate monthly 1noels.

[9] StmuLate eLigibiLity under the Food Stamp Program.

The procedures foLLowed mtth the current deta eec and devtattonl from the

standard prooeduroe ere discussed below.



Data Edtttno. The survey data ftLe contained a number of observations for whtch

at Least one component of annual income could net be determined accurately. The
current ample etze was too smaLL to permit reLiabLe estimates of mean values

for mteetng data; therefore, Imputations were not made. ALL cases where annual

tnooma amounts could not be datermtnild from the reported data were screened out

'of the analysts.

Zncome ALLocation w As tn thil CPS, annual tnoome 1tams on the survey were

coLLected by ftrilt eektng tf an tndtvtduilL had raciltved cartatn types of 1nc,mil

and, 11' so, the amount, For some 1tees the rectptency queetton referred to ·
ilfngL, mource, whereas for other 1tame, there wee a Ltst of two, three, or four

seuroilel the mount reported was the sub reeetved from aLL of them. Tn a fuLL

mJcroitmuLiltton, thilse sum eeounta ara routinely )LLouatad to component sources,

beeeule amount8 racstvid from virtoua sources ilra trsiltild differently. For the

simulation of fond stamp eLigibiLity, however, the only seurca treated

differently from the other components wtth whtoh It weal combtnad we.

unilmpLoymant compensation. Zn fact, thta seurea was seldom reported tn the

survey. The only casa where tt was reported JotntLy ,1th other components was

eliminated due to nonreeponail concernJn 9 the rilount received. Hence, no

aLLocation of tncome wee performed for thta analysts.

LabsT Force Data AdJuqtment , The CPS coLLects chits on Labor force ecttvtty

durtng the survily week [the eeonnd week tn IMrolt] el weLL a8 ecttvtty durln 9 the

prevtoua calendar yeer. There to tho potilnCtmL for tononalatency between these
data 1tams benauee people who worked durtng tho enttre year amy have Left the

Labor force prtor to )larch of the subsequent year, or the raveree could happen.

Xn a fuLL mtcrostmuLatton modaL, thts potential confLtat can be resolved for a

typtcaL food stamp eLigibiLity st"mLatton by uiltnga Labor force adjustment
algorithm. Such en algorithm could not bm ,ppLted tn the current context

because the fuLL battery of CPS Labor forcm aottvtty questions was not

duplicated tn the current survey. ALso, the ild_uetment procal8 requtree

tndilpilndent data on unemployment and Labor fores pilrll;totpetton rates, ehtch

could not be obtatned eeperateLy for the survey sttse. Zn Ltght of these
factors, ee weLL es the Low Labor force participation rate among the survey

population, thts step mae omttted.

Aotno the Delta Bilge. Zn order to perform aompertsene morose the different

program etmuLatto.8, a consistent eat of progree permmtare, and hennas a

consistent time framer .milt be used. So that the current monthly 1noose concept

would requtre .tntmum date manipulation, the ttme parted chosen for thtil

simulation wig JuLy ot' 1981. Were thte anaLyetil to be pilrformed wlth tho Idarch

1981 ClaEf _he deti bill would ordinarily be aged so that tt rafLilctild the

eoonomtc end demographic oondtttonil tn effect durtng the twelve months

surrounding JuLy (t.e., omLender year 1981]. This mould tnvoLve adjusting the

Labor force data as mentioned tn the preceding step end egtng tho tncoma data

reported at the person Level to ;/qfLeGt the 1nooses LeveLs the sample population
was expected to recetve In 1981, _'

I-/TypicaL aetna procedures else tncLude aLtartng the demographics to reflect

those of the population extettng at the mtddLe month of the .t"mLatton year

(caLendar year 1961 tn tht s case]. However, that step would not be needed tn
the present casa, because Hatch ts eufftolentLy close to the mtddLe month of the

year.



Ae discussed abovew the Labor force 'ate were not adjusted tar this project.

However, each reported tacoma amount was aged by InfLating Jt by a rector that

represented the expected change tn the Level of tacoma rscetpt over the period
tn question. The sgtng factors were dertved separately for each source. 'To the

extent possible, they were baaed on observed changes tn average tncome recetved

by the eLderLy population over tho petted 1980 to 1681. The Individual agtng
factors used are ducrtbed below.

A_JUSTI4ENTS Zn generaL, the March CPS file., after edt,tn, and Imputation, have been round

to underreport Income reoetved by the household sector [DoyLe, et aL. 1980].

Therefore, some mtcroalmuLatton systems have opttonaL proowdurea that adjust the

lUlounta reported tn Individual records so Chat tn the aggregate, total tacoma

from she component sources equals amounts estimated from tndepandant sources.

Because Independent control data for tho current survey st,sa could nat be

obtotned, sht e step was omt tted tn the present work.

81muLstlon or PubLtc Assistance and $SZt SimuLation /OdeLa are often destgned

to produce estimates or recetpta from tho major maans-toated cash transfer

programs tn sddttton to rood stomps. Therefore, the pubLto assistance and $8!

data used aa lnpot to the rood stomp eLtgtbt Ltty de,amine,ton are sumettme8 the

result of aratrLy complex mtcroslmuLatton modal that simulates the per,Icl,e-

,ton dectaton end appLtma program ruLel to determtow eLigibiLity and benefits.

Becauwe she focus or tho current study wes specificaLLy on Food Steep Program

eLigibiLity, Jt was decided to deter, the banerJtm tram the previous year's means-
teated transfer tnoome rather than trow simulated rmauLts.

However, the decteton not to under,eke pubLt= easts,once simulation dtd not

eliminate thJi ate,. Zt was stILL Important to attempt to mamaure tn, re-year

tnoome atreowa, because dotng 8o can have a significant arrest on food atowp

eLigibiLity determination. Furthermore, the measurement error associated wtth
ustng an approximation or 1acre-year tncowe rLcma rapremanta the type or

measurement error generated by the use or annual rltronpeotJve tacoma, wh4ch Js

one or the 1gauss etudted here. A complete description of the procedures used
to simulate public assistance and SSZ t8 presented below.

Ca_cu_atton or Honth_y Zncoma, Netthar tho CPS ttonLr nor the CPS Portton or
the current survey, contatn much tnromaCton on tntre-ymar tacoma flows.. Error

ti thug tn,reduced for observations wtt. h htgh turnover tn the Labor market and

for those wtsh IrreguLar recetpt of unearned 1noses. In order to overcome these
data Limitations, mtcrostmuLatton methods sometimes uae both current Labor force

data and the retrospective annual tnooma reported tar each person to construct

monthly tncoma amounts at the Individual LeveL. HousehoLd monthly tncome t a
then the suB Of sheae amounts acrosu IndividuaLs wtshtn a household.

ilsh rag.rd to sht8 analyst., tt was detemtned whether each perann tn the
sample wes eorktng durtng the simulation month, ancl earned income, 6SZ, end

pubLts eeatetenow ban.ftc8 were aLLocated aonordtngLy. Other unearned Income

wee aLLocated evenly throughout the year. The aLgortt_alS ulad to construct
monthly amounts for theme tacoma sources are described below.

Simulation or .Fond Scamp EL1gtb!Lt_v. Three caLcuLations or eLigibiLity were

requtrod re? the analysts: one uatng prospective monthly tn=QBe and reported

assets; one uetng simulated monthly tncome and reported sa.eta; end one using
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simulated income and a proxy for assets. Except for the procedures noted below,
the methods used to detarutne eLigibiLity and benefits wtth the retrospective

data were the same ag those used tn the determination of eLigibiLity oarrted out

for the other analyses documented in thts report. OnLy the exceptions are
described here. The basic eLigibiLity algorithm t8 described tn Appendix F.

Tn the procedure used flor simulating eLigibiLity from simulated monthly Income

end reported ease,a, there sere two deviations from procedures uamd wtth current

prospective income. The ftrst exception wee that the Income used wes the result

of the monthly tnomme caLcuLation baaed on retrospective annual tncowe. The

amcond exception wee that the household, rather then the food stamp unit, wee

the un1, of analysis. Tht8 decision wes made beonuam the food stamp untt ts not
known mtth the CPS. However, the two concepts dtffered for only one household

tn the ftneL sample.

The procedure used for the eLigibiLity de,ermine,ton bmeed on simulated income
with the assets proxy wis the BOmB 8e tn the prosodies method wtth the exception
of the assets teat. The Level of assets warn caLcuLated aa the sum of 1noose

from interest, dividends, rents_ royalties, end ee_uits8 end Cruets, dtvtded by

an average rate of return on tnveetment. Thts computed Level of assets wee then

COmpared wtth the program Limits for eLderLy houa_dloLd8 In effect for JuLy 1981,

which were 81500 for · one-person untt and $3000 for auntt containing two or

more persons. The rets of return on investment wee eat to 5.25 percent, which

was the rita of return on passbook savings et the ,tie. Tht8 rate of, return wes

used becauam tt ,ms believed that moot of the survey respondents primarily

poeseasod only smeLL amounts of savings that they tended to keep tn passbook
aevf naa accounts.

DATA SASE As described above, the procedure for preparing the data for the analysts

PREPARATZOH reported tn Chapter X consisted of the foLLowing stapes

[1] Age retrospective annual tnoome to reflect calendar year 1981
doLLars.

(2] ALLocate public assistance end SSZ income to pertods of work

and nonwork during the year.

(3) CaLcuLate monthly tnoome.

[4] 5tmuLete eLigibiLity for the Food Stamp Program.

The first three stops ere discussed tn detail below. The procedure used to

simulate food 8tamp eLigibiLity wee similar to the proowdure used wtth

prospective income presented tn Appendix F.

Agtng Re,rs- Znoowe mae aged to oeLwnder year 1981 by applying growth rates that vary by

spec,tva Znooue .tnoome aooroe. To the extent possible, the growth re,se were derived from data

relevant to the eLderLy population. The rates applied to the Individual Income
amounts end their sources ere described below.

Earnings. Earnings, which represent the sum of wages and salaries, end farm and

nonfarm seLf-empLoyment tncome, were telLs,ad by 10.2 percent. This is the



Intermediate Il-9 esttnate for the tncreame tn earntnge tn 1981 glven tn the
JuLy 1981 SocteL Securtty Trustee_8 Report (U.S. Senate Committee on Ftnance,
1981, TabLe 28].

SoctaL Security, The second category lncLudma beneftts recetved from SocteL
Security as weLL es those recetved from the RaiLroad Retirement Board. These

beneftts ere tndexed to the Consuur Prtce Zndex [CPZ]_ etch benefit tnoreame8

effective JuLy 1. Because the simulation cane after the JuLy 1961 Increase, an

InfLation factor of 11.2 percent was used, representing the benefit Increase
effective that wench [0.5. Senate Committee on Finance, 1981, TabLe 28].

SuppLementaL Seocrtt Y Znccae a For the three states tn whtoh the survey was
conducted, eLigibLe persona could receive up to s federal maxtwuw SeX plus some

state auppLmmoccetton. For this analysts, tnoreeocs of 8.9 percent for Nee

York, 10.7 percent for Oregon, end 11.2 percent for South CeroLtns were

assumed. These represent the statutory 1narcoses tn tho oowbtned federal and

stats guarantees effective JuLy 1681 [Social Securtty Administration, October
1960, and December 1981].

PubLlc _eaJetence . PubLtc eamtstence tncLudoc the Atd to FamtLtee etch

Dependent ChiLdren [AFDC] program es weLL as Local general end emergency

assistance programs. Thoce are for the moat part LocaLLy ecletntstered, end
entttLelence end the rates at whtch the guerenCeei ohenged over the study

ported vsrted significantly across the scetam surveyed. Therefore, three

different muLttpLtcsttve factors were applied: 5.7 percent for Hew York, 11.7

percent for Oregon, zero for South CaroLtca, baaed on dtscuoutoca wtth state
officials.

ZnCorcat, lC to believed that the population surveyed mmtnLy kept 1ts sovtng8

tn passbook amvtngs accounts. Thsrsfore, the agtng factor used for tnterest

represents the expected growth Jn tnterest trioses from calendar year 1980 to

calender year 1981. The ocxteue aLLowabLe lnterelt rate for both oeLender years

1980 and 1981 woe 5.25 percent compounded quarterly, tilth that rate, the

expected Jncr_o/se tn tnterest 1noose, aeeumtng no depoette or withdrawals, te
5.35 percent.

.T/

Dividends, Dividends represent tnoowe recatved from amvereL ocurcaas
dividends, not rents, roysLttan, and estates end trusts. If tho present study

were a project baaed on a Large nationaLLy representative survey, She agtng
festers would have been derived from eacrosconoetc data. Hoeeverw tt uae felt

that the survey PopuLation may nsc have experienced the sane tnoramse over Itu

Jn amounts of this type of tnoou am the general population. Zn the absence of
date with whtoh to epttuce lure relevant InfLation faotorf chts tnccas woe
assulsd to have tnoreaud et the ease rate ss'Interest Income.. Therefore an

InfLation factor of 5.35 percent uae used.

l'J/The .mxtmuu aLLowabLe tnterant rate wee deterulned from dtacuanlona wt_

officials et tho American 6oourtty Bank and Rtgg8 NettoneL Hank, both tn
Washington, D.C.



P.enstons t Income from private end government pensions, the Letter including

federal otvtL service, military retirement, and state end Local pensions, has

been observed to increase more sLowLy, on average, then the cost of Living. For

purpoaee of the current analysis tt was aaeumed that the increase _j_ pensions
wee equal to one-third of the change tn the CPI from 1980 to 1981.' The CP!

rose 11.1 percent over the parted of interest [U.S. Senate Committee on Financst

1981, TabLe 28], on an inflation factor of 3.7 percent wes used.

Cowpenantton and Other Tncome, The final category tncLudea Veterans'
Compensation, Worksre" Compensation, UnempLoyment Compensation, alimony, regular

contributions from 8ourose outside the household, end misceLLaneous money
tncome. Zn the absence of detatLed data on ohengse tn the Level of these income

recetpte over ttme, tt wa. assumed that they changed tn accordance wtth the CP!

end therefore Increases of 11.1 percent were assumed [U.S. Senate Committee on
Finance, 1981, TabLe 28].

PubLic The simulation that was done dtvtded the year tnto two pert8 when simulating
Autetanca end pubLto assistance end SSZ, one period durtng whtch amrotnge were reoetved by the

SS! Payments untt [weeks worked period] and one period during whtoh eerntnge were not

received [weeks not worked per!od]. Because LeveLs of tnoome recatpt varied

stgnttrtoontLy across Chase two periods, separate pubLto au'tatance (PA! and SS!

benaftta were oomputad For amch period. The total annual benefit from Chase

programs te the sum ot' the two port-yanr benefits.

Some observations reported total annual benefits and others reported average

monthly amount8 end months of receipt. Tn the Letter Gnaef the annual amount

woe constructed and usedl tf either the amount or to period ot' receipt wee
itamtng, the cass wee eLI,teated. SS:[ root,tent8 who reported annual benefits

tn excess .o1' 84000 and PA recipients who reported annual beneftta tn excess of
$350 elco were screened out. Tn order to aLLocate tho annual benefits to tho

Cwo pert-year components, the number o1' moncha tn whtch I case wes not working

wee ftrit compared wtth Cha reported number o1, month8 tn which benefits were
received. Zt tho months at' recetpt dtd not exceed the lonldle of nan-work, eLL

reported beneftta were eastgned to the weeks not worked etna period end zero

bowel,Ica were assigned to the weeks worked ttme period. Tht8 aenumod Chat for

thoue macho-tasted troweler program., countable tnoome warn Leoo durtng tho non-

work period end hence, the probability of receiving the transtar was greater.

For cases where weeks worked encompassed the FuLL year, eLL banal,tee received
ware aLLocated to the weeks worked time period. ]:n eLL the remaining Geese

there wee some evidence that the individuals received benefits during bath

pertoda of work end non-work. Due to the existence o1, eerntngo during the weeks

worked period end the ameuuptton8 regarding the flow of other unearned ',ncom
onureea [discussed below], tt wee eogumed that the average monthly benefit for

q--/Thee denteton wee based on two eCudtao: (1] GayLa B. '_non, "!mpoct o1,

!mi,Legion on Prtveta 12811110111of Flattroeeg 1970-748 Ftndi_ge 1,rom the
Retirement Htetory Study? 5octal security BuLLetin, November 1978 end [2]

Bankers Truer Company, 1975 $tud¥.o _ Corporate Pension PLaner 1975.



the weeks worked petted would be Lower than for the remainder of the year.

Wtthout data to deteretne dfrectLy how much Lower theme baneflts should have

been, amounts for the two perleda were simulated, tmpostng tho constraint that
the sum of tho two remote equal to the reported annual amount. The algorithms
used for thte were-"

(I) For SSI

SSItIKN = MIN [SSI, [MAX[O, GIJARa-Yu/12+20]] = HW!_]
If Y /12 > 2O

u

= .ZN [SSZ,[_X(O,aJA.S)]+ MUm]tr Y /12 < ;Ou

_It/KW = SSI-SSIWKN

whore

SSI = Reported annual SSi beneftta

SSXIKN = Amount of SSI allocated to the weeks not worked

pert od.

SSXWlOIf = Amount of SS] allocated to the woks worked ported,

I;JARS = Array of mextmum monthly S8X benefttm by etete [328

for Haw Yoj_ff 277 1,or Oregon end 285 f'or South
Care Ltna ] ."

Y = Other unearned income. Y t. the cum ot' Social

u Security, Interest, dtvtdeUnda, compensation,

pensions and wi eoeLlanwoue tnooee.

IMKN = Hanthe not working.

[2) For PubLtc A!etatanue

PAIIKN = #IN [PtJBA, [14ax(O,GUARP-Y /12]] · K//KN]u

PAIIKIII = PUBA-PAWKN

where Y end _ are defined as above and
u

PUmA = Reported annual public aeatetanoe.

i PAt/I(N = Amount of PA allocated to the weeks not worked
t parted.
;i

PAWKW = Amount ot' PA allocated to the weeks worked period.

1-/Soot a t Sec,, r.t ty Admtnt mtretJ on, 1981.



8JARP = Array of nweda standards under the AFDC program by

state [260 for N_I York, 277 for Oregon and 102 for
South Caro Lt na ] ._

CaLcuLation of The general procedures used to oenstruot monthly income for each observation
HonthLy Znouma varted according to mhether o person were working durtng the simulation month.

For those IndividuaLs who mere employed, average monthly amrntnge mere

oonatruoted along with average monthly SST end PA beneftts during the week.

worked parted. For IndividuaLs mho mere not employed, monthly eerntng, were eat

equal to zero and average monthly SS]: end PA benefice mere caLcuLated from the

amounts aLLocated to the weeks not worked pertod. Average monthly other

unearned tnoome wee constructed tn the acne way for both employed and unemployed

people. CaUtLed method" for deterntntng the components of monthly tnoome
ere damortbed below.

HonthLY Earntnae. The monthly earntnge vartabLe for employed persona Naa

oeLouLated aa annual emrntnga dtvtdad by meeks marked oonverted to a monthly

amount. Eerntnga represent, the sum of income reoetved from wege8 and amLertwe

and from fern end non-fern seLf-empLoyment. Cases where eerotnge were cLatmed
but tn ahtoh none of the three 1noels ouurcee had nonzero amounts reported mere

omttted from the study.. StmtLerLyt nonroaponee to the queatton about weeks
worked caused a cue to be eliminated. FtnaLLy, for came deemed to be employed

but mhtch had not worked tn the prevtou, year_ monthly emrntnga were 1reputed

baaed on the emepLe average,

SST and PAt To construct the monthly SSZ end PA emountl for employed persona,

amounts aLLocated to the weeks marked parted were ftrmt examined. Zf any of
theme conditions held:

[1] the amount recetved durtng the weeks marked parted es

estimated above wee pomtttvet

[2] the person had not reoetvad assistance durtng the prevtoue
year;

[3] the months receiving benmftCa tn the prevtoue year were Leas
Chon or equal to the number of moncha not worktng, tn mhtoh

one the weeks morksd parted baneftt wee assumed to be zero;

then monthly SSZ end PA amounts were caLcuLated as the total beneftt reoetvad

durtng the loach; morktng parted dlvtded by the months receiving aeatsteno.

durtng thet parted. Honthe receiving eeetaCaone durtng the morktng parted mae

computed es the mtntmum of the number of months worked and the difference

between the months receiving eegtatence and the monch8 not worked.

4/
"Baled on converlattong wtth Irate ofrtotaL8o There were no published data on

AFDC need standards ee of January 1981. Zt mould have been preferlbLe here to

uae guerentwea for the general ametetance programs. However, they were not
cbC, tn abLe.



For employed observations for whtch the S8I payments aLLocated to the working

parted wes O, a monthly payment was simulated. The foLLowing algorithm was used
for this simulation:

HSSI = MaxEOpGUAR_-[max [O,.55[MEARN-GS-[20-HUNER]]] tf HUNERC_.20

= Hax[O,GUARS-[mmx [O,.5[MEARN-65]] + (HUNER-20]]] tf MUNER> 20

MPA = Max[ O,GUARP-[max[ O_.87' [MEARN-30]+MLINER] ] ]

where

GUARSand GUARPwere deftnad tn the pravtoua .action and

HSSZ = MonthLy SST benefit.

MPA' = MonthLy PA beneftt.

MEARN = MonthLy earned incomm deftnad above.

MUNER = MonthLy unearned tncomm excluding means teated transfers.

To construct the monthly SSI and PA amounts for potions deemed not employed, the
amount of benaftta aLLocated to the weeks not worked wee used and then oonvarted

Co a monthly amount.

Unearned Incommt MonthLy unearned tncomm eel eat equil to the sum of annual

emountl reported from SoutaL sucurtty and railroad retirement, Interest,
dividends, compensation, pensions end misceLLaneous Iouroa8 divided by twelve.

Aa mas true wtth the other income amountet resell that fat Led to respond to any

of the unearned Income questions were deleted from the study.

Aggregation Across Persons. The computattonl deurtbed ibove for earnings, SSI

end PA benefits, and unearned 1negros produoed monthly parish mnounte. A further
step of aggregating over the member, or each houaehoLd wee then employed because

the unit or Interest ts the household group when simulating food stamp

eLigibiLity. When then. aggregates were dsrt vad, a flag was oonetruotad
denoting whether any household member ese i nonreepondent tn any of the

vsrtabLaa disguised above. Zl' SOT the enttra household was eliminated from the

study.

COMPARISONOF Al a rough check on the validity of the adjusted data Setf the estimated

EI.ZGZBZLZTY eLtgtbt ttty rates tn TabLe X,1 of the matn report mere r_napered mtth Independent

EST_HATEg WTTH eattmmtre. From the wetghted totals tn CoLumn 4_ 150 untie ere aLlgtbLe [tho

ZNDEPEHDBdT em. of Row. I and 2] aetna PIRA. Thte number o1' eLtgtbLa unite ti 30,7 percent
ESTZHATES of tho overaLL population represented tn the table. Wtth tho RZRA etuuLatton,

142 units are sLtotbLe [eum of Rowe 1 mnd 3] which represents 79.1 percent of,

the overaLL population,

These Setlmmtea seem reasonable tn Light of avaILabLe data about nattoreL

eLigibiLity races for the eLderLy and about the tnctdenre of poverty among the

aged tn the survey sttse Se compared with the country se a whole. BtGksL et
aL. [1981] produoed tabuLattuna from Wave ZZ of the 1979 Zncols Survey

DeveLopment Program (ISDP] Research Panel survey showing Chat there are



approximately 4.? miLLIon heusshoLd units tn the Unttad States Chat contain at

Least one member age GO or older and that receive rood etamlt_ or are eLigibLe
for food stamps. Thts was 18.g percent of such households.'-/ However, there Is

evidence that the eLderLy at the survey sties were poorer, on average, than the
eLderLy tn the country am a whelm. The average across the survey .ttaa of the

percentage of eLd_Ly persona receiving SS! t8 approximately 1.5 ttmaa the
nettoneL average.-- Receipt of SSZ can be taken aa an tndtcetor of poverty
among the eLderLy, and thus the incidence of poverty [and therefore, of Food

Stamp eLigibiLity] among the eLderLy at the survey sites may be, on average,
approximately one end one-haLf times that for the .whoLe country. Thte, together

wtth BtokaL et IL.ti 18.g percent approximate nettoniL Food Stamp Program

eLigibiLity rats amttmeta for the eLderLy cttad amrLter, suggests that the

average acroas the slx survey sttas of the food ataep eLtgtUtLtty rate may be on

the order af 29 percent; The aLtgtbtLtty retam frs, the current survey are

rooeonebLy consistent wtth thts independentLy-derived esttmatoo.

STANDARDERRORS The text of Chapter X estimates the net dteorapanoy rate due to the use ot'

FOR NET DZSCRE- retroapecttve tncowe rather than current income data tn eottmettng program

PANCY RATE eLigibiLity ea approximately 3.5 percent of the overaLL population of eLderLy
ESTZHATE6 households. This section caLcuLates the standard error eoooctatad wtth that .01

estimate.

The net number af dllorepencta8 tn the fourth column of TabLe X.2 tn Chapter X,
t.s., 5, can be written aa the weighted elfin Of tho nat numbers cf discrepancies

for the SSR and edJuated HeR samples, .09[3] + .92 [8], SimiLarLy, the total

number ot' cecum aLtotbLs using retrospective data tn CoLumn 4 [Rowe I and 3] ts

the weighted average for the numbers af Calls tP tho two samples (.08][265] +

(.92](133]. Thug, the net discrepancy rata aattmetad for CoLumn 4 [which ts the

oottmeted population net dtenrepency rate] can be written nee

(.08)(3] + (.92](6]
NOR = = .035. (1 ]

(.08)(295] + [.92][133]

1-/This te not etrtotLy an eLigibiLity rate beoeuam the numerator oontalno non-

eLtgtbLa raotptentl. Furthermore, the data ftLa uamd In producing thtm ftgur.

contained preliminary ammpLa watghta. However, tho 19.9 percent Gan be viewed

a. Indicative of the nmttoneL eLigibiLity rate. Sam CzmJke (1961] for a

dtioumaton ot' tho tmeua. The 18.9 percent esttmeta ts, in eLL LikeLihood, s

Lower-bound aerie, eta of' the relevant proportion far the current date eot because
entireLy-eLderLy households [the population tn the current data eeC] ars

probably poeror, on average, then household8 containing some younger members.

--2/Aa ot' the mtd-1970a, approximately 10 percent of the eLderLy tn the United

Stltme received SSZ. The corresponding rates for the survey ittaa were: Hew
York delonltrmt¶on attar 8 pmrcantl Hem York ;olpertlon atto, 13 peroontt 9oath

CaroLine demnnatratton etas, 29 psrcentl South CaroLina compar_onn attar 31

percent; Oregon damonstratloo atto, 4 percentl end Oregon oowpertonn etas, 4

percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977]. The average across these stx sites

ts approximately 15 percent, or one and one-haLf ttmme the notional rate.
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Wtthtn the eSR sample, the net number =f three discrepancies t8 the difference

of the rates et whtch the two posstbLs discrepancies occur, ttmee the total
sample atze for the eSR sampler t.e.f

SimiLarLy for the HgR, the net number of stx discrepancies can be wrttten es-

· 17.. 11.
6 ,, Lb'o3J-Lsi_-JJ [503]. [3]

Substituting (2] end [3] tnto [1] yteLds

9 _ 17 11
,OR = (.0e)(507] [_ - _ut]+('92][5031 (5-_ 5_ ] .

(.os)iaea). (.92](133] (4]

FtneLLy, because of the adjustment for MaR cacao screened out on the basis of
the motL Interviews, the error rates of 17/503 and 11/503 for HBR cases can be

written as the w$tghted averages of tho rates for the cases actuaLLy on the data

ftLe and the cease artificiaLLy added to the data ftLo to correct for the

8;reontng [suumad to have zero error]. Thua

;es 17 ;aa (o3] (5]' (so3)[;;o] + (5u3]

. 2.o.... (.]and 503 = (50_J 1.2Bi]J +

6ubetttuttng thte 1nee [4] yields

[.0e](507) ( e _ ,,e )+[.0;](503][(;e0]( 17]_[eeo)( 1__!1]]
NOR= 307 307 - 503 280 503 eeo .

(.oe](aes) · (.9;](133] (7]
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Four of the rates tn Equatton (7] are rates et whtch the two types cf

discrepancies are estimated to occur tn each of the two samples. These rates
are aLL asttmatad from the data and are hence subject to sampling error. The

remaining parameters tn Equatton (7} era weighting factors used to obtain

population estimates, end es an approximation, these weighting factors wtLL be

auumed to be known wtth certainty tn the vertence caLcuLations.

Therefore,

var(Hi)R] = ( (.081[307] )2 var[ 9_9._1
(.0e](295) + (.92](133] 307

+ / [.0B][307] _2 var( 6 ) (8]

\(.esi(ass) + [.92](133]/ 307

+ / (.e;)(6oa)(aeo) \a
/ , 5-03 / var( 17]

+ / (.92] [503) (290) _k2

ir .03 _ var[ 11,,].(.be)(aes)+ (.9a)(133) aec

[Covert.ncaa between the eottmetad error rata8 can bo euumed to bi LOll because

eeeh ot' the rates te Low, end ee an approximation these covertancea wtLL bo

tgnored.] Each of the variances tn the equatton can be estimated aa variances o1'
btnomteL distributions ustng

Var = {p] (l-p) ·

sample atza

Performing these caLcuLations Leeds to the result that Var (NOR] = .0023, whtch

tmpLtas a standard error o1' .048.

SAFIPLEATTRTI'ZON The determination of the 1'1hal ample etze on whtoh the eneLylte reported tn
TN THE CPS-BASED Chapter X ti sumnirtzad can be found tn T-"La L.1. Zntervleea containing CPS
ANALYSZS .date were conducted 1'or 992 households. However, 1tam nonreeponae for tnccea

end assets data reduced the ftnaL eve1LabLe data set to 564 cases.

68



TABLE Lo1

REASONSFOR SAHPLE ATTRITION IN THE ANALYSTS
BASED ON CPS QUESTIONS

CompLeted tntarvtam8 con:atntng

CPS data

Intarvteme .1th mteetng data
tn CPS modula

Houaahotda etch mtm, tng ourrent

prospective tnoome data but who

property reported CPS data

AnaLyata sample atza
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